Letter 54 


Town of Weymouth = { ~~ David M. Madden 
Massachusetts y Mayor 
' a: 75 Middle Street 
F Weymouth; MA 02189 


(781) 340-5012 
(781) 335-8184 FAX 
(781) 331-S124 TTY 


June 6, 2001 


Secretary of Environsmiental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr, Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway St. 

Boston, MA 02114 


To Whom It May Concern: 


I am writing as the Chief Elected Officer of the Town of Weymouth regarding the 
Airside Improvement Planning Project. On behalf of the Town, I wish to express my 
deepest concern on the environmental, public health and quality of life impacts that the 
proposed Runway 14/32 poses to the Town of Weymouth. 


I have not targeted my office resources towards an in-depth analysis of the likelihood that 
the proposed 14/32 Runway will reduce delays and congestion. I have however, 

_ personally and through my staff, spent time with Ronald Farma, Weymouth’s 
representative on the CAC, who has expressed concerns in this area and I believe further 
documentation of the potential benefits are warranted prior to the investment of 
$70,000,000, especially in light of the impacts to surrounding communities. 


Currently the citizens of Weymouth are experiencing unacceptable levels of nighttitne 
flight frequency and noise. As recently as May 17, there were 121 flights between 
10 PM and 8 AM. 


I make this point to ) demonstrate that both the current flight paths and the future paths are 
not solely ovet water but actually over Weymouth and the South. Shore si a our 
area in a profound and negative ie 


It is my hope that different flight path alternatives will be evaluated so that in the 
unfortunate event that Runway 14/32 were to be constnicted, the Town of Weymouth and 


ns 
6 


surrounding South Shore communities would be protected from a worsening of an 
already unacceptable situation. 


Sincerely, | 
‘David M. Madden 
Mayor — 


cc: Town Councilors 

Hingham, Hull, Scituate and Cohasset Boards 
of Selectman . 

Representative Ron Mariano 

Representative Elect James Murphy 

Senator Robert Hedlund . 

Governor Jane Swift 

Virginia Buckingham 

Congressman William Delahunt 
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TOWN OF WINTHROP 
NOISE, AIR POLLUTION AND AIRPORT HAZARDS COMMITTEE 


As ty 


MEMBERS 

Jerome E. Falbo, Chairman Town Hall 

Robert J. Driscoll, Sr., Vice Chairman Winthrop, MA 02152 
Richard N. Bangs, Secretary, Treasurer (617) 846-1742 


Representative Robert DeLeo 


Richard D. Dimes Mail correspondence to 


Brian Dumser 80 Jefferson Street 
Charles Mason Winthrop, MA 02152 
Thomas McNiff 

Constance Pike Chairman (617) 846-3433 
Rick Rodes 


Vice Chairman: (617) 846-6952 
Board of Selectmen (Representative) 


June 4, 2001 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
231 Causeway Street 
Boston, Ma. 02114 


ATTN. : MEPA Office 
Arthur Pugsley- No. 10458 


RE: Supplemental Comment to MEPA, et al. 


Dear Mr. Pugsley; 


Enclosed herewith please find a supplement to the original comment 


enclosed herewith. 
Very truly yours, 
Jérome E. Falbo 


TOWN OF WINTHROP 
NOISE, AIR POLLUTION AND AIRPORT HAZARDS COMMITTEE 


MEMBERS 

Jerome E. Falbo, Chairman Town Hall 

Robert J. Driscoll, Sr., Vice Chairman Winthrop, MA 02152 
Richard N. Bangs, Secretary, Treasurer (617) 846-1742 


Representative Robert Deleo 
Richard D. Dimes _ 


eee eee 
: Mail correspondence to 
Brian Dumser 


80 Jefferson Street 


Charles Mason Winthrop, MA 02152 
Thomas McNiff ate Se 
Constance Pike Chairman (617) 846-3433 
Rick Rodes 


Vice Chairman: (617) 846-6952 
Board of Selectmen (Representative) 


Supplement Response 


The proposed lowering of the ILS minimums would allow the additional 
use of Runway 27 during bad weather and foggy conditions. While we are 
opposed to all three changes (22L & 15R) because they would allow more bad 
weather flights over densely populates residential neighborhoods, we are 
particularly opposed to the proposed Runway 27 change service it would be 
directly impact the Point Shirley area of the town of Winthrop approaches to 
Runway 27 pass directly over the Point Shirley area at extremely low altitude 


and are a major part of the Airport's total environmental impacts on the Town of 


Winthrop. 
Ve ae. 
Jefome 


E’ Falbo 


TOWN OF WINTHROP 
NOISE, AIR POLLUTION AND AIRPORT HAZARDS COMMITTEE 


MEMBERS 
Jerome E. Falbo, Chairman , Town Hall 

Robert J. Driscoll, Sr., Vice Chairman Winthrop, MA 02152 
Richard N. Bangs, Secretary, Treasurer (617) 846-1742 
Representative Robert DeLeo 
Richard D. Dimes 

Brian Dumser 

Charles Mason 

Thomas MeNiff 


Constance Pike June 1, 2001 Chairman (617) 846-3433 


Risk Rodes Vice Chairman: (617) 846-6952 
Board of Selectmen (Representative) 


Mail correspondence to 
80 Jefferson Street 
Winthrop, MA 02152 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
231 Causeway Street 
Boston, MA 02114 


Attention: | MEPA Office 
Arthur Pugsley - EOEANo. 10458 


Re: Airport Hazards Committee Response to MEPA, et al 
Dear Mr. Pugsley: 
Enclosed herewith please find the Airport Hazards Committee’s Comment to the 


SDEIR, along with a copy of a letter recently sent to Attorney General Thomas F. 
Reilly. 


Vely Waly Your, 
. _dJEROME E. FALBO 
“~~ CHAIRMAN 
JEF/am 
Enc. 


cc: John Silva, FAA, New England Region 
Congressman Edward J. Markey 
Congressman Michael C. Capuano 
Senator Edward M. Kennedy 
Senator Robert E. Travaglini 
Senator John F. Kerry 
Representative Robert DeLeo 
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Mail correspondence to 
80 Jefferson Street 
Winthrop, MA 02152 


Chairman (617) 846-3433 
Vice Chairman: (617) 846-6952 


PRESENTED TO MASSACHUSETTS ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY (MEPA) AND FEDERAL AVIATION 
ADMINISTRATION (FAA) ON JUNE 1, 2001 


The Board of Selectmen of the Town of Winthrop and the Town of Winthrop 
Noise, Air Pollution and Airport Hazards Committee are unalterably opposed to the 
construction of the “unidirectional”? runway 14-32, the center field taxiway and the 
lowering of the minimum height in which a pilot can decide to abort the flight. 


The basis of our objection is that the irreparable environmental harm such 
construction would have on the Town of Winthrop and its neighboring cities and towns 
far outweigh the alleged temporary reduction of flight delays at Logan International 
Airport. 


On May 7, 1997, Secretary Durand issued a certificate of adequacy re: 
Massport’s Draft Environmental Impact Report. While we disagreed with that decision, 
the certificate contains significant and major demands of Massport aimed at protecting 
quality of life of the residents of the cities and towns adjacent to Logan International 
Airport. 


Did Massport honor these demands: We think not. 


We direct your attention to several points contained in the Secretary's 
Certification (Cert.) and how Massport responded. 


First, on page 3 of the Certificate, the Secretary demanded that Massport 
produce a significant plan to improve ground access to Logan. Massport did not so 
provide. 


Next, on pages 8, 11 and 12, the Secretary stated clearly “. . . implementation of 
peak period pricing (PPP) leads to greater delay reductions (emphasis added) 
benefits equaling or exceeding those of RW14-32.” How did Massport respond? On 
page 4 of the Executive Summary of the Logan Airride Improvements Planning Project 
(ES), Massport states that peak period pricing is not a recommended component of the 
preferred alternative but would be considered in the future! 


On page 4 of the Cert., the Secretary required Massport to “. . . .develop a 
system of charging fees that would reward cleaner planes with lower charges.” “The 
polluter pays.” Massport announced it will commence a program of charging the airline 
an amount and use the funds to reduce or eliminate toxic emissions on all airport 
vehicles and all equipment except aircraft, the single, largest polluter. So, the airlines 
pay a tax to continue to pollute. 


The Secretary did not “fully accept Massport’s contention that the airside 
improvements will not increase capacity.” Accordingly, he demanded Massport 
incorporate in its final EIR a list of mitigation measures. 


How well did Massport score on the requested list? 


1. The Secretary demanded that the FEIR must report on ground access 
to the 4 airports (Logan, T. F. Green, Manchester and Worcester. 
MASSPORT MERELY COMMENTS ON THE WIDENING OF RT. #83. 


2. Cumulative Impacts of the proposed Construction (cert. P.13): The 
Secretary emphatically stated that FEIR cannot be received in 
“isolation” from overall airport operation and impacts as a whole. 
Massport comments were only on the cumulative affect of this project 
specific which, in fact, “isolated” the project from over-all airport 
operations. 


We have recently received information that further demonstrate Massport’s total 
disregard of the health and welfare of its neighbors. Massport has refused to enforce 
sections of its own CMR (see copy of letter to Attorney General Reilly attached and 
incorporated in this response). Aircraft are allowed to idle on the existing taxiway in 
numbers far in excess of the CMR limitation. A new center field taxiway would allow 
this violation to continue. Also, it can be argued that since the centerfield taxiway is not 
referred to in the CMR, it would be exempt from its provisions. 


At the time that FAA Administrator Jane Garvey formed the six member panel, 
she expressed a desire that the panel would study the project objectively and in its 
entirety. She hoped that the members in opposition of the project as well as those in 
favor would consider that if the study warranted, a unfavorable report for one side or 


the other, they would admit they were wrong. This never happened. The panel’s study 
was confined to a review of the “Brown Book,” Massport’s EIR. Elizabeth Higgins, 
senior EPA policy analyst, in a secret note to FAA regional airports manager Vincent 
Scorano urged him to take the Brown book “off the table.” She stated in her note, “It is 
a pro-runway advocacy document, not a neutral document.” 


With respect to airport noise, since the SDEIS/SDEIR shows that a direct 
consequence of runway 14/32 would be a doubling of takeoffs on runway 27 which 
would severely impact the already overburdened Point Shirley and Pleasant Park 
neighborhoods of Winthrop we must oppose runway 14/32. We are opposed to the 
planned centerfield taxiway because it would bring noise and emissions from taxiing 
aircraft presently on the November taxiway much closer to the Court Road 
neighborhood. And we are opposed to the proposed lowering of the runway 221 bad 
weather instrument landing mimima because of the consequential increase in aircraft 
landings on this flight track which would mean more noise for the Court Road and Belle 
Isle areas. 


In his November 10, 1999 Certificate regarding the scope for the 1999 Logan 
Airport Environmental Status and Planning report Secretary Durand states that “Logan 
Airport currently ranks as the sixth largest source of NOx emissions in the 
Commonwealth, and by 2010 it is likely to become one of the three largest such 
sources. Currently, aircraft emissions are the only mobile source air pollution sources 
included in the State Implementation Plan (SIP) emissions inventory that are not slated 
for meaningful near-or long-term emissions reduction”. 


Because the 1999 Logan Environmental Status and Planning report clearly 
demonstrates that Massport’s planned introduction of increased numbers of Stage 3 
aircraft will directly contribute to a major increase in NOx emissions from Logan Airport 
thereby worsening the health of the citizens of Winthrop, and because the 14/32 
runway, centerfield taxiway and reduced bad weather landing minima would 
measurably increase the capacity of Logan Airport to accommodate these Stage 3 NOx 
generating aircraft we urge the Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency and 
the Federal Aviation Agency to disapprove all three proposals. 


Such expansion would not be necessary if a comprehensive, objective study of 
the integration of regional intermodel transportation, i.e. promote utilization of our 
regional airports, access to Worcester Airport from the Mass Pike, allowing Manchester 
and T.F. Green airport buses access to Logan Express locations, North-South Station 
link, and the high-speed rail system. The study should begin now and its 
recommendations implemented forthwith. 


We urge Secretary Durand to determine that SDEIR is inadequate primarily 
because of Massport’s failure to follow the recommendations contained in his 
certification. Massport should be and can be a major player in developing a sound 


intermodel regional transportation system, but Massport must be stopped from 
expanding Logan International Airport. 


Respectfully submitted, 


L -  ) 
ee a 
ae 


JEROME E. FALBO 
Chairman 


TOWN OF WINTHROP 
NOISE, AIR POLLUTION AND AIRPORT HAZARDS COMMITTEE 


MEMBERS 
Jerome E. Falbo, Chairman Town Hall 

Robert J. Driscoll, Sr., Vice Chairman Winthrop, MA 02152 
Richard N. Bangs, Secretary, Treasurer (617) 846-1742 
Representative Robert DeLeo 
Richard D. Dimes 

Brian Dumser 

Charles Mason 

Thomas McNiff 

Constance Pike 

Rick Rodes 

Board of Selectmen (Representative) 


Mail correspondence to 
80 Jefferson Street 
Winthrop, MA 02152 


Chairman (617) 846-3433 
Vice Chairman: (617) 846-6952 


May 17, 2001 


Attorney General Thomas F. Reilly 
Office of the Attorney General 
One Ashburton Place, 20" Floor 
Boston, MA 02108-1698 


Re: Massport-Violation of 740CMR 
Dear Attorney General Reilly: 


The Massachusetts Port Authority is presently attempting to expand Logan 
International Airport with a series of projects, including construction of a new runway 
(14-32) a centerfield taxiway and a reduction of the height at which a pilot must decide 
to abort a landing. We are unalterably opposed to these projects which would 
adversely affect the quality of life for Winthrop and our neighbors in East Boston. 


It has been well documented that Winthrop and its neighbors suffer from 
intolerable levels of noise and toxic emissions as a direct result of Logan’s operations. 
Yet Massport not only refuses to investigate viable alternatives to the proposed 
expansion but continually refuses to enforce certain aspects of its own Code of 
Massachusetts Regulations! 


Massport refuses to enforce 740 CMR 24:05:6 which was established to jimit the 
number of jet aircraft idling on the taxiway awaiting takeoff clearance. Presently, long, 
unauthorized lines of such aircraft cause excessive and unnecessary amounts of 
pollutants into the air breathed by Winthrop and its neighbors. Construction of the 
centerfield taxiway would allow these code violations as well as circumvent the code. 


As a result of a recent health study conducted in Winthrop, it was found that the 
residents abutting the runways suffered from a much higher rate of respiratory 


Attorney General Thomas F. Reilly 
May 17, 2001 
Page Two 


illnesses. This study was a key factor in the legislature appropriating funds for the 
Department of Public Health, Commonwealth of Massachusetts to conduct a similar 
study in all cities and towns within a five mile radius of Logan. That study is presently 
in its infancy. Again, Massport ignores our request to await the results of the study 
prior to embarking upon a massive expansion program. 


Because Massport refuses to enforce these critical aspects of 740CMR which 
would provide relief to Winthropand its neighbors and obviate the need of a centerfield 
taxiway, we respectfully ask you as the people’s lawyer to intervene on our behalf. We 
urge you to take whatever action necessary and within your authority to enforce these 
important state environmental regulations. 


Respectively submitted, 


JEROME E. FALBO 


CHAIRMAN 
JEF/am 


cc: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA 
John Silva, FAA, New England Region 
Congressman Edward J. Markey 
Congressman Michael C. Capuano 
Senator Edward M. Kennedy 
Senator Robert E. Travaglini 
Senator John F. Kerry 
Representative Robert DeLeo 
Brian M. Clark 
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May 8, 2001. 


Robert Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20" Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 . 


ATTN: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Office . 


Dear Secretary Durand, 


Iam writing to you regarding the Logan Airport Expansion Supplemental DEIS/FEIR (EOEA No. 
10458). Iam speaking as a concerned resident of the Town of Winthrop, and as a member of the 
Winthrop Air Hazards Committee and Chair of the Environmental Health Facts Subcommittee, 
urging you to delay Certification of this project pending analysis of the results from the proposed 
Bureau of Environmental Health Assessment Logan/Neighborhood Health Impact. Study. - 


The Subcommittee understands that the principal metric of the SDEIS/FEIR with regard to air 
pollution is the change in contribution of NAAQS priority pollutants to the region consequent to the 
project. While we appreciate the importance of controlling these smog- producing chemicals with 
regard to the regional public health, we would like to point out that the metric is irrelevant to the 
exposure of individuals living in close proximity to the airport. Gaussian plume modeling of 
contaminant dilution carried out by Massport is probably adequate to provide a reasonable picture 
of most contaminants within the 10,000 or so square miles of the Eastern Massachusetts region, and 
perhaps even the averaged concentrations within the 100 or so square miles surrounding and 
including the airport. People residing within half a mile of the airport however are within a ten 
square mile circle contaiing the source. Homes in some neighborhoods in Winthrop are located a 
few hundred yards from the busiest runways, separated only by the flat surface of water, and subject 
to direct transport by wind direction for about half the daylight hours. Under. these conditions - 
similar to “plug flow’ in indoor environments - pollutants are delivered with minimal dilution to . 
their targets. Concentrations of exhaust pollutants under these conditions should be expected to be 
thousands of times higher than those averaged over the region. 


As existing neighborhood health profiles lack sufficient geographical focus to detect the impact of 
Logan or any other significant pollution source, the this Subcommittee conducted a survey of 
chronic, non-cancer respiratory disease incidence in Winthrop neighborhoods located adjacent to, 
and remote from the airport. A summary of the study and its findings is contained in the current 
SDEIR/FEIR. However, as reported, the summary contains several errors of fact which 
misconstrue the nature and relevance of its’ findings. These errors are found at: 


Section 6.8.7, Other Public Health Studies 
pp172, Winthrop Community Health Survey. 


Lines 3 - 9 


“The survey indicated that individuals residing in Winthrop neighborhoods surrounding 
Logan show a considerably higher incidence of respiratory and cardiovascular diseases, 
including lung cancer, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, asthma and allergenic rhinitis, 
compared to the statewide average. The survey acknowledged that it has not been possible 
to determine whether Logan operations contribute to this health burden, since the urban 
location of these communities present a complex pate of pollution sources.” 


” incidence of: pauper and cardiovascular diseases, including lung cancer, chronic obstructive 
pulmonary disease, asthma and allergenic rhinitis..’ : 


Although all of the conditions listed in this statement have been associated with exposure to 
petrochemical combustion exhaust products, the committee elected to focus on the spatial 
distribution of the more common non-cancer respiratory ailments, maximizing the likelihood of 
obtaining statistically meaningful results from a small population. The study did not address 
cardiovascular or cancer issues, thus avoiding some of the pitfalls arising rover misclassification 
and the need for extensive follow-up. - 


“compared to the statewide average.” 


The diseases considered are not ‘reportable’ and statewide averages, where available, are deduced 

based on hospitalization or death certificates rather than actual disease incidence and were not 
employed in the study. Rather, a defined criterion (physician diagnosed illness) was queried of the 

sampled population. The results were tabulated with reference to the spatial location of respondents 

relative to Logan Airport. With distance from the airport, pollutants become increasingly diluted 
in the general mixing volume of air, eventually reaching the general ambient concentrations 

typically found in urban environments. The study did not address the respiratory health of 
Winthrop residents relative to statewide averages, but rather the respiratory health of 
residents located directly at the ‘end of the tailpipe’ relative to those occupying locations more 

closely approximating the normal - less than ideal - urban environment. Sample size was 

limited by the limited population within the narrow geographical confines of the peninsula. 

Consequently, positive trends, but not statistical significance was obtained for the less common 
respiratory diseases (chronic bronchitis and sinusitis and emphysema). For the more common 
ailments, allergy and asthma, a two-fold increase in disease incidence was found for the 

neighborhood abutting Logan Airport when compared to neighborhoods approximately 1.5 miles. 
further away. Statistical analyses (conducted by the noted epidemiological firm John Snow Inc.) 

were carried out which account for potential influence due to age, sex, and smoking history: of the 

respondents. Such analyses estimate the likelihood of error due to random variation within the 

counting process or the sampled population as a whole; significance is generally assumed if the 

probability of this random error is 1 chance in 20 or less. In fact, the chance of random error in the 
case of asthma was | in 250, and for the more common condition of allergy, 1 in 1000. While we 
cannot rule out the possible influence of association bias in a a incidence response, the 
findings are statistically extremely significant. 


Lines 13-16 
“The survey states that individuals experienced approximately twice the frequency of symptoms..” 


The studies findings are clearest with regard to the incidence of respiratory disease, which 
approximately doubled in areas nearest the airport, and not symptoms of disease, Due to 
complications regarding classification of symptom severity, statistical analyses were not conducted. 
However, an increase in symptom frequency of approximately 50% was noted in the high exposure 
area. 


‘ the urban location of these communities present a complex picture of pollution sources.” 


Winthrop, in sharp contrast to other communities abutting Logan Airport is a mature, stable 
residential bedroom community with a near absence of industrial or service sector contributors to 
local pollution. The Town is bounded on all sides by ocean or tidal marsh, reached it’s development 
peak long ago, and has remained demographically static. In all ways, the community is extremely 
homogenous. Racially, the population is 97.2% Caucasian. Socioeconomically, the median and per 
capita income is equal to the state average, and the poverty level is 35% below the state average. 
The four neighborhoods sampled, by virtue of their ocean and shorefront locations, are all regarded 
as in the upper socioeconomic quadrant of the community as a whole. In brief, there are no major 
pollution sources in Winthrop with the exception of Logan Airport, and no apparent socioeconomic 
or demographic discrepancies between the sampled communities. Winthrop probably does not 
represent the community most severely impacted by airport-generated emissions. Logan’s 
dispersion modeling estimates airborne pollution concentrations at several East Boston locations ~ 
which are two and three times higher than the values estimated to occur on Winthrop’s Court Road. 
Winthrop does represent the location least affected by multiple pollution source or sociai 
inhomogeneity, and thus the ideal location for an investigation of spatial heaith effects of a 
single major emitter. 


Line 16 
‘The survey also recognized that the true difference in exposure to airborne pollutants 
between the low and high exposure groups is not known, the total sample size is small, and 
that it cannot claim to have proven an association between airport-related pollution 
generation and respiratory disease in Winthrop.” — | 


Technically, the study does prove an association between respiratory disease incidence and 
spatial location relative to Logan Airport. It infers an association with chemical emissions by . 
including supporting data on frequency of perception of chemical odors, and data from Logan’s 
dispersion modeling. We agree that neither of these indicators are sufficiently accurate to prove 
causality; perceived chemical odors after all pertain almost exclusively to the unburned VOC 
component of the pollutant mix, which is probably not a major factor in the causality of 
respiratory disease. Logan’s dispersion model is at least equally suspect, and appears to largely 
ignore estimates of relevant particulate exposure which probably are directly involved in the 
health responses identified. | 


The Winthrop study, the first reported for airport activity generated emission, is certainly 
preliminary in character and should not be regarded as firm evidence of anything without at least 
follow-up documentation, repetition, or parallell studies - hopefully by the BEHA. The results 
obtained however are at least consistent with many recent reports of reduced lung function, 
allergic rhinitis, and asthma in locations proximate to combustion of fossil fuels. While causal 


evidence is not yet available directly linking airport activity-generated exposures and negative 
public health impacts, the associative case is strong. Equally significant however is the fact that 
the ideal conditions exist here in Winthrop for the BEHA to rapidly and conclusively settle 
the critical question as to whether or not Logan has reached the limit of its operational 
capacity. We feel that any action taken which supports increased operational vary in any 
way while this issue remains unresolved -would be inappropriate. | 


Winthrop Environmental Health Facts Subcommittee 
Winthrop Airport Hazards Committee 
Winthrop Board of Health 

AIR . 


Chair of the Subcommittee 
Brian Dumser, PhD, CIH 


Members of the Subcommittee 
Barbara Bishop 
Madeline Burke 
Eleanor Casey 

Greg Curci’ 

John Dowd 

Arthur Flavin, Sr. 
Barbara Corbett Flavin 
Connie Mara 

_ John Marcy 

Harvey Maibor 

Bob Massa 

Kathleen McCauley 
Ellie Olivolo 

Judith Silck 

Claire Sweeney 

Tom Vasilos 
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NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS ° P.O. Box 1000 ® 237 Church Street ¢ Lowell Massachusetts 01853 
TEL: 978.459.2104 © FAX: 978.452.7689 © info@action6.com 


Mr. John C. Silva June 4, 2001 
Manager Environmental Programs 

Federal Aviation Administration 

12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington,MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: RE: EOEA 3 10458 


I am sure that you are aware of the countless basic environmental reasons for Runway 
14/32 in Boston. Logan must tread water, while cities like Fort Lauderdale, FL have 
airports planned for 2002. Logan seeks only a "Balance runway," dating to 1995. 


The mega tons of pollution already spawn into our atmosphere to date is countless and I 
can attest to this personally through my many airline delays due to Logan being down 
to one operating runway. 


[have flown to 63% of the U.S. major airports. Logan is the only airport that has held me 
up in cities like Atlanta, Chicago, Miami and countless others because.... when the wind 
shifts, our great metropolis also shifts from two wind directional runways to one. 


a. Aircraft is held up in other major airports, tying up the gate of arriving flights and 
wrecking havoc on other city airport plans. This is only due the lack of runway approval. 


b. Aircraft by the dozen have to circle and circle and circle over Boston in line to 
land. This interprets to mega tons of pollution. 


For the good of Boston, for the good of the other 117 major airports in the nation, for the 
good of clean air... Please act rapidly on this necessary need for runway 14/32 at Logan 
International Airport. 


Sincerely yours, 
Mighael A. Spinelli, MCC 


Past President 
- American Society of Travel Agents 
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Edward A. Merlis 

Senior Vice President 
Legislative and . ae Soe me Aeeeesool oi 
International Affairs 


June 6, 2001 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Aurthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02114 


Dear Sir: 
I would respectfully request that'the attached letter addressed to the Honorable 
Michael Capuano be included in the comments for the Final EIR for the Boston Logan 


Airside Improvement Planning Project. 


Thank you for your attention. 


"Edward A. Merlis 


Air Transport Association of America 
1301 Pennsylvania Ave., NW — Suite 1100 Washington, DC 20004-1707 
(202) 626-4182 FAX (202) 626-4208 
emerlis@air-transport.org 


Air Transport Association 


Edward A. Merlis 
Senior Vice President 
Legisiative and 
International Affairs 


April 24, 2001 
Hon. Michael E. Capuano 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 


Dear Congressman Capuano: 


Thank you for your letter of April 11 posing a series of questions concerning the use 
of the proposed commuter runway at Logan and parallels to a commuter runway at’ 
Philadelphia. Notwithstanding your vigorous opposition to the construction of Runway 
14/32 at Logan, an objective analysis of the factual responses to the operational questions 
you pose does not support your opposition. If anything, the facts support construction of 
_ the runway as a safe, viable, and financially reasonable way to reduce.delays and 
pollution at Logan. As you know, a unidirectional 14/32 adds capacity to a configuration 
that has less capacity than the other two main operating configurations. As such, the 
runway will reduce delays when winds are from the northwest. It will also reduce the 
reliance on the other two higher capacity configurations, thus reducing the associated 
environmental burdens borne by. communities directly north and south of the airport. 


I have paraphrased your questions and prepared responses based upon input from 
pilots, air traffic control specialists, and airport capacity experts in ATA’s Aviation 
Safety and Operations division 


1) Your first question asks whether most commercial passenger pilots agree with 
and/or adhere to the specifications that regional jet aircraft manufacturers specify. 


Response All aircraft performance limitations are established by the manufacturer 
and approved by the FAA as part of the certification process. Required takeoff distances 
for air carrier aircraft are always longer than landing distances due to higher takeoff 
weight, climb performance requirements, accelerate/stop distances, etc. These limits are 
published in the Approved Flight Manual (AFM) and provide the engineering data for the 
airlines to comply with applicable takeoff and landing distances required by FAR Part 
121. They may not be violated except in an emergency situation when the pilot-in- 
command determines that exceeding a certification limitation is the safest course of 
action. . 


Air Transport Association of America. 
1301 Pennsylvania Ave., NW — Suite 1100 Washington, DC 20004-1707 
(202) 626-4182 & FAX (202) 626-4208 
emerlis@air-transport.org 


Hon: Michael E. Capuano 
— April 24, 2001 
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With respect to landings on proposed runway 14/32 at BOS, operations will typically 
be conducted into a headwind. A headwind lowers the ground speed of the aircraft on 
touchdown and reduces the required landing distance. 


Landings on short runways are not uncommon. I am sure that you have landed on | 
runway 01 at Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport -- in an aircraft heavier than 
those proposed to use 14/32 at BOS -- and turned off onto runway 33 which is 
approximately 4500 feet from threshold. Large air carrier aircraft also land on runway 
33, which is only 5200 feet long. Other examples of short air carrier runways are John 
Wayne Airport at 5700 feet; and Chicago Midway, where the longest available landing 
distance is a slightly over 6000 feet and most of the runways have displaced landing 
thresholds due to close-in obstacles. At LaGuardia, most air carrier aircraft land on 
runway 4 and turn off before runway 13, a distance of roughly 4700 feet. 


2) You ask whether all commercial airlines have firm policies against Regional Jets 
landing on runways that are shorter than 5,000 feet ne 


Response Some air carriers have established minimum landing deans that are in 
excess of the minimum certificated landing distances as published in the AFM. It is not 
correct to state that all commercial airlines have firm policies that restrict regional jet 
landings on runways shorter than 5,000 feet. Regional act landings are conducted-safely 
every day on runways less than 5,000 feet. 


3) You ask whether given the option would most commercial pilots not land a 
typically loaded RJ on a 5,000-foot runway in calm weather conditions even if 
manufacturers’ specifications permitted them to do so. 


Response Given a choice, with calm winds and no other factors considered, a pilot 
would generally select the longest runway available at an airport. However, at airports 
with multiple runway configurations, operations are invariably conducted on several 
runways simultaneously. Unless each runway was the exact same length, a circumstance 
that rarely occurs, using the calm wind scenario in your example and with no other 
factors considered; the shorter runway would generally be the eee runway and the 
longer euwey would generally be used for takeoff. 


With respect to Boston and the proposed new runway, it is expected the tower would 
use a more efficient runway configuration with a higher capacity in a calm wind 
condition; unless they were rotating runways for noise abatement purposes. Even with 
runway 14/32, there are other operating configurations that are more efficient, i.e., have 
more capacity, such as arrive runways 4L/R, depart runways 4L/R and 9. 
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Finally, professional airline pilots are trained to operate their aircraft in a wide variety 
and combination of conditions. Pilots and flight dispatchers are required by FAA 
regulations to verify and agree that the airplane can be safely landed on the runway of 
intended use. This joint decision is made prior to departure and takes into account aircraft 
weight, field elevation, weather and winds at destination as well as any inoperative 
equipment that may adversely affect landing performance. The captain always has the 
final authority and may elect to land on another runway if in his/her judgment it is a safer 


course of action. 


4) Would your-response to eaueetion 3 change if there were a large, brick building 
located only 1,250 feet from the end of the runway? 


Response No, FAR Part 121 regulations for turbojet powered aircraft stipulate that 
the aircraft must be capable of stopping within 60% of the effective length of the runway 
using brakes and spoilers only. Although engine thrust reversers are the most-effective 
high speed stopping devices and are used on every landing to reduce the landing roll, no 
credit for their use may be taken to establish minimum stopping distances during the 
certification process. This results in an extremely conservative certified landing distance 
requirement. Runway safety areas will be provided for the runway in accordance with 
current FAA airport standards and incorporate an added margin of safety. 


Your example places an obstacle another 250' beyond the safety area and asks 
whether most airline pilots would land under those conditions. The answer is yes. 
Depending on the height of the obstacle however, landings in the opposite direction (over 
the obstacle) would likely not be permitted. There are several examples of single 
direction runways that have been used safely and effectively in air carrier operations for 


many years. 


5) Can you tell me why most pilots and airlines refuse to use the new 5,000 foot 
runway at Philadelphia? 


Response: The new runway in PHL is not being utilized to its full potential because 
of its physical location on the airport, not because of its length. The runway also suffers 
from a significant down slope — the east end of the runway has an elevation of 38 feet, 
while the west end of the runway has an elevation of only 11 feet. This down slope 
increases the required landing distance and could restrict some aircraft from using the | 


runway. 


Because the runway is located in the extreme eastern portion of the airport, taxi routes 
to and from the runway are more complicated and longer. There are other operating 
restrictions that must be observed when the runway is in use. Even if the new runway in 
Philadelphia were lengthened, these factors would still be present and would limit its 
utilization. Nevertheless, even with its limitations, new air traffic procedures are 
currently under development at Philadelphia that will result in more effective use of the 


runway. 
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Congressman, while you may not agree with my responses, from the airline industry’s 
perspective, the proposed runway 14/32 at Boston will be safe, will reduce delays, will 
reduce noise, will cut nighttime flights, will improve local air quality, and will be a sound 
investment in aviation infrastructure. It is truly an opportunity for both the airport and 
the surrounding communities to come out winners. 


Sates | 
Caltred / : 
Edward A. Merlis, 


Senior Vice President 


Ce: Hon. Jane Garvey, FAA 
Virginia Buckingham, MASSPORT - 
Larry Aldrich, DL 
ATA Airport Affairs Committee . 
ATA State/Local Govt. Affairs Committee 
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AIRCRAFT NOISE ACTION COMMITTEE 


P. O. Box 1815 
JAMAICA PLAIN, MA 02130 


June 6, 2001 


Mr. Arthur Pugsiey—EOEA No. 10458 

Office of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


.Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager; Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
FAA—New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Pugsley and Mr. Silva: 


Wa. are & group of citizens that is impacted by the growing problem of noise pollution due to 
airplanes using Runway 27 at Logan Airport, an impact that will increase by 315% percent if the 
proposed Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project is allowed to proceed. We are writing to 
express our passionate opposition to this project, and to urge you to do everything in your power 
pone Massport's request to construct Runway 14/32 and the centerfield taxiway at Logan 
Quality of Life. 


There are not enough words in the English language to express how the airplane noise from 
Runway 27 has impacted our daily lives. Only a few years ago we enjoyed.a peaceful life in a 
quiet community. We shared pleasant conversations with our neighbors in our front yards. We 
returned home from a long day at work and relaxed by reading a book or taking a stroll around 
the garden. We called friends on the telephone and could hear and understand their words. We 
enjoyed contemplative walks in the park. We listened to the sound of birds. When we watched 
our favorite television shows we were actually able to hear what the characters were saying. We 
woke up Inthe moming at the time we had set our alarm clock to ring, and when we wanted to go 
to sleep at night, we went to bed and we slept. We enjoyed life and we enjoyed our 
neighborhood. But such luxuries are no longer possible due to the relentless and oppressive 
impact of airplane noise. 


Life is different now. When we try to have a conversation with a neighbor in our front yard we 
have to cup our ears to hear what the other is saying. We can no longer count on relaxing when 
we arrive home from work because we know that once we get there, we may be subjected to 
abusive and repetitive airplane noise for hours on end. It's not always possible to relax by reading 
a book - the noise interferes with our ability to absorb the words. We don't go to the park as often 
as we used to and we don't hear the birds - it's too noisy. We crank up the television to blasting 
levels in order to hear it. We take 30 second pauses in the middle of telephone conversations 
each time an airplane passes overhead. We no longer set our alarm clocks. We don't need to - 
the airplane noise wakes us up at 6 a.m. Some of us don't need to wake up that early, but that's 
just too bad for us because we no longer have a choice in the matter. We can't go to sleep at 
night when we want to either. There's little point in trying to go to sleep at 10 p.m. when we know 
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that we may be lying in bed listening to the thunder of roaring airplanes until 1 a.m. or later. We 
used to enjoy our neighborhood, and the friendships that we have built over the years with our 
neighbors. But now we talk about how much longer we can stand it before we just give up and 
sell our houses. We ask each other if anyone knows of a nice place to live that's nearby - 
somewhere that doesn't have airplane noise. This is how we live now, courtesy of Massport, the 
airline industry, and the FAA. 


Steep Deprivation 


One of the most insidious aspects of the noise generated by Logan Airport is that the increasing 
operation of flights between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. is the primary cause of sleep 
deprivation for many citizens who live under or near Logan's flight paths. Representatives of 
Massport and the FAA have demonstrated a shocking and callous disregard for the health and 
wall being of citizens who express concerns over loss of sieep due to airplane noise. Callers to 
Massport's Noise Abatement Complaint Line who report issues related to sleep loss are 
accustomed to receiving such curt responses as “there's nothing we can do", “airplanes make 
noise", "the airport is open 24 hours a day", "you must be a light sleeper’, and "you may think it's 
bad for you; but it's much worse for the people in East Boston". This is not meant to imply that the 
employees of the Massport Noise Office or the Operations Dept. are rude or impolite; they 
typically handle noise complaints in a professional manner. Rather, we see such responses as 
symptomatic of an industry that has become desensitized to the impact of its operations on 
human beings, and has come to believe that excessive and invasive airplane noise, even when it 
leads to sleep deprivation, is acceptable. The National Institute of Health recently identified lack 
of sleep as a major health concern in our country, linking it to reduced productivity, automobile 
accidents, and a diminished capacity to eam. Sleep deprivation has been routinely employed as 
@ method of torture for prisoners of war. We want to know why government officials in a 
supposedly civilized society such as ours have come to routinely accept for their own citizens a 
condition that in circumstances of war would be considered a violation of basic human rights? 
The ability to sleep at night should not be reduced to a privilege that some people get to enjoy 
and others do not. 


The 86.¢B ONL Standard 


One of the biggest issues we have with Massport's assessment of their proposed airside 
improvements is their continued use of the 65 db DNL standard for determining who is, and is 
not, impacted by airplane noise. That Massport (and the FAA) have the audacity to trot out that 
tired old dog of a noise measurement system after all these years is simply more than we can 
bear. The 65 dB DNL standard is an absurd method for measuring noise impact on a community. 
We con't care how many scientists and engineers were employed to develop it; it is wrong. 
Anyone. who has actually experienced aircraft noise rejects it because the conclusions that are 
derived from it bear no relationship to the reality that real people experience first hand. The fact 
that the FAA and Massport do not recognize Roxbury and the communities immediately to its 
south as being highly impacted by noise because they do not fall within the 65 dB DNL contour, 
despite a massive amount of testimonial evidence to the contrary, is a disgrace. These 
communities have filed a multitude of noise complaints with Massport, and have protested 
vociferously against the airplane noise that affects their lives, yet Massport and the FAA continue 
to turn a blind eye to their plight. People who file noise complaints at 6 o'clock in the morning and 
in the middle of the night need to be listened to, not marginalized, when they report that there is a 
problem. But Massport casually dismisses the complaints of the communities outside the tightly 
drawn 65 db contour, treating these people as if they do not even exist when it comes to 
addressing their concerns in documents as comprehensive as the EIS/EIR. 


We cannot fathom how an 11 volume document that is designed to address the environmental 
impact of this large and controversial project can simply ignore the concerns of thousands of 
citizens who will most definitely be impacted by it. Community groups and neighborhood 
meetings are conducted throughout the area by exasperated groups of citizens who are totally 
fed up with the impact that the airport has had on their lives. It is time for the government to step 
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up to the plate and throw out the 65 dB ONL standard, and for Massport and the FAA to 
acknowledge ALL of the people who are impacted by aircraft noise. 


in the EIS/EIR, Massport has constructed an elaborate proposal in which all of their conclusions 
about environmental impact are predicated on the acceptance of the 65 dB DNL standard. 
However, we urge you to reject the use of the 65 dB DNL standard, a standard that fails to 
recognize the impact of aircraft noise on countless citizens, and therefore reject all of the 
conclusions that are based upon it in the EIS/EIR, including statistical and graphical 
representations of noise impacted communities, conclusions about noise impact, environmental 
justice claims, and the assertion that the Airside Improvements project will not negatively impact 
the population. 


Environmental Justice 


The Runway 27 flight corridor is located directly over many densely populated residential areas of 
Roxbury and Jamaica Plain, including Dudley Square, Grove Hall, Elm Hill, Trotter 
Street/Humboldt Avenue, Egleston, Woodbourne, and Forest Hills. Many: of these areas are 
home to large minority populations. The flight path is also directed over Franklin Park and Forest 
Hills Cemetery, two significant areas of green space that residents of these communities use to 
decompress, enjoy the outdoors and appreciate the beauty of nature. The location of the Runway 
27 flight path directly over these grean spaces destroys the very tranquility that they were. 
designed to provide. Massport employs the 65 dB DNL standard to disallow the concems of these 
communities, despite intensive efforts by residents who live under the Runway 27 flight corridor to 
get Massport and the FAA to acknowledge the reality of their situation. These citizens routinely 
complain about oppressive airplane noise from 6 a.m. until after 1 a.m. that often. persists at a 
rate of 1 noise event per minute for hours on end; yet because of the 65 dB DNL standard, they 
are not considered to be severely impacted by airplane noise. With the “Preferred Altemative’, 
these residents can expect to see a 315% increase in the number of planes flying over their 
already beleaguered neighborhoods. This is an outrageous and cynical example of a government 
agency misusing a flawed noise metric standard in order to inoculate itself from allegations of 
discrimination and environmental injustice. 


Massport's Credibility 


In our attempts to bring attention to the issue of airplane noise the consistent failure of Massport. 
to tall the truth has been a source of great frustration and disillusionment. It has become clear 
that Massport representatives can and will say anything to minimize the problems, only to totally 
contradict themselves at a later date, if they believe that it is in their best interests to do so. 


in a recent interview televised on the New England Cable News program “CEO Corner’, 
Massport CEO Virginia Buckingham was asked point blank by the host to address the concems 
of Logan Airport's neighbors regarding proposed Runway 14/32, particularly with regard to 
airplane noise. Ms. Buckingham responded that contrary to popular belief, the most severely 
impacted communities would not see an increase in airplane noise, and that the noise would be 
distributed more equitably across some of the less-impacted communities who would only 
experience “a slight increase in noise”. These allegedly less-impacted communities include 
(among others) all of the communities located under the Runway 27 flight path, such as Roxbury, 
Dorchester, the South End, Jamaica Plain, and communities that are technically beyond the flight 
path but still impacted by it's noise, such as Roslindale, Hyde Park, and West Roxbury. 


However, according to Supplemental Draft EIS/Final EIR Volume 3, Table 2 "Total Annual Jet 
Operations by Community, Runway End and Altemative", the "Preferred Alternative" will result in 
an increase in the total annual departures on Runway 27 from 22,600 in 1998 to 71,800 by 2015, 
or a THREE HUNDRED AND FIFTEEN PERCENT INCREASE. For Ms. Buckingham to describe 
a 315% percent increase in noise as "a slight increase", she would either have to be shockingly 
uninformed about her own agency's data, or intentionally using the media to misrepresent the 
truth to the public in order to gain support for the runway. 
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This is not the only example of Massport officials misrepresenting the facts or changing 
information whenever it suits their needs. In July of 2000, Massport abruptly changed its policy of 
allowing callers to the Noise Abatement Complaint Line to request that copies of their noise 
complaints be forwarded to the government officials of their choice. Many of us had employed this 
procedure to inform our elected officials about the increasing impact of aircraft noise on our 
communities. When we inquired about why the policy was being changed, we were told that there 
were too. many forwarding requests for the Noise Abatement office to handle and that they would 
no longer honor such requests. 


We can appreciate that that this procedure created additional work for Massport's Noise Office 
staff. However, we also know that Massport had enough resources to pay for.a $31,000 mass 
mailing to frequent flyers urging them to support the proposed runway by mailing in a postage- 
paid post card with a pre-checked checkbox stating "| support Runway 14/32 (there was no 
checkbox Included for an "I do not support Runway 14/32" opinion). Massport also had sufficient 
resources to pay for professionally produced videos that marketed the proposed runway to airport 
patrons as they waited in the terminals. We found it hard to accept that Massport was willing to 
dedicate resources to promote a new runway but that it was unwilling to dedicate resources to 
hire an extra person to process the noise complaints of those who will be negatively impacted by 
the proposed runway. The result is that the opinions of runway expansion proponents were 
encouraged, sought out. and paid for by Massport, while a mechanism for noise complainants and 
likely runway Opponents to use the system to inform government officials of a worsening noise 
situation, was eliminated. 


Not surprisingly, the explanation that Massport officials gave us for discontinuing this policy was 
vastly different from the explanation that they gave to State Senator Brian Joyce when he 
followed up on this issue on behalf of his constituents. According to a letter from Senator Joyce 
dated July 18, 2000, he writes: 


“| spoke to the government affairs office at Massport and they assured me that the 
termination ofthis program was not a monetary issue. Rather, they found that they were 
receiving complaints from people who were unhappy that their calls were being 
forwarded automatically to their officials. They therefore felt it was necessary to change 
their operating procedure”. 


One thing is clear from this response, Either Massport misrepresented the truth to Senator Joyce 
or they misrepresented the truth to us. We believe it is the former. It is highly unlikely that 
Massport ever received complaints from people who were unhappy that their calls were being 
automatically forwarded to their officials, because Massport's policy was to only forward a 
complaint to an official if the caller specifically requested it. In fact, before this policy change was 
announced, callers inquired if it would be possible for all of their future complaints to be 
automatically forwarded to the officials of their choice. However callers were Instructed that 
Massport would only forward complaints on a call-by-call basis, and then only #f the caller 
specifically requested it as part of the unique complaint being filed at the time. We can only 
surmise that Massport wanted Senator Joyce to hear a different story than the one that they were 
telling his constituents; one that made it sound like they were only acting to give the public what it 
wanted. Nothing could be further from the truth. 


Finally, we draw your attention to our ongoing attempts to have a noise monitor installed in the. 
Woodboume neighborhood of Jamaica Plain. According to our information 3 noise microphones 
were supposed to be installed to monitor the noise levels under the Runway 27 Flight Path that 
grew aut of the 1996 Record of Decision. Currently there are two such devices, We have 
contacted Massport on numerous occasions about the fact that there is no noise monitor located 
anywhere near the end of the Runway 27 Flight Corridor, or “Noise Corridor’ as It has come to be 
known. We have made it clear that we want the third noise monitor to be installed somewhere 
near that location, because the noise generated there is extremely loud. This is due to the fact 
that pilots thrust their engines at the end of the noise corridor in order to bank their turns to the 
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north, south, east and west as they exit the prescnbed corridor, The Massport Noise Abatement 
Office is aware of this problem, and Nancy Timmerman (in charge of the Noise Abatement Office) 
has verbally agreed that we are due one more noise monitor. At her suggestion, a small group. of 
citizens reviewed 3 possible locations for the noise monitor, and unanimously agreed upon the 
location of the Parkman Playground on Wachusett Street in Jamaica Plain. Several months later 
when information was requested about the status of the installation, we were informed that the 
location that we had requested "was in the permitting phase". Recently a group of residents met 
with Kyle Sullivan of Senator John Kerry's staff, regarding concems about the noise levels in our 
neighborhood. Several residents expressed impatience about the continuing lack of a noise 
monitor in the area, and asked him if he would follow-up on its status with Massport. We were 
grateful for his cooperation and quick action on the matter, but we were shocked to hear the 
response that he-had been given by Massport. On May 23, 2001, Mr. Sullivan wrote: 


"| contacted MASSPORT Immediately after our meeting and have since received a 
breakdown of the noise monitors in the area. Their short answer to the lack of a noise 
monitor in JP is that it is not in the flight path." 


‘We can only reply that: 

¢ Parts of Jamaica Plain are indeed in the flight path 

» Weare enclosing a map of the flight corridor that was provided to us by Massport to 
prove it; and... 

¢ Anyone who doesn't believe that Jamaica Plain is in the flight path is welcome to come to 
the Woodbourne neighborhood of Jamaica Plain on any day with northwest winds and 
look straight up. in fact you won't even need to look; your ears will tell you all that you 
need to know 


We recognize that this is anecdotal evidence (there are many more examples, too many to 
enumerate hera), but it indicates a pattern of behavior that we have seen from Massport time and 
again. Such experiences have taught us to distrust anything that Massport prociaims.as truth. 
Virginia Buckingham certainly has every right to make the case for a new runway, but she must 
demonstrate enough integrity to tell the truth when she goes on a regionally viewed cabie channel 
to make her case. If Ms. Buckingham had said “Yes, there will be a huge impact on many of 
Lagan Airport's neighboring communities but that's the price the public must be prepared to pay 
for progress”, then at least we could give her credit for being honest, even if we disagreed with 
her-viewpoint. As it is, we don't believe her, or anyone else at Massport when they try to tell us 
that the airside improvements are going to reduce noise and pollution. Instead, we believe exactly 
the opposite. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Aircraft Noise Action Committee 
P. O. Box 1815 
Jamaica Plain, MA 02130 


Attachment: 
Map of the Runway 27 Flight corridor 


cc: 
U.S. Senator Edward M. Kennedy; 

U.S. Sanator John F. Kerry; 

U.S. Congressman Michael Capuano; 
State Senator Brian A. Joyce; 

State Representative Liz Malia; 
Massachusetts Acting Govemor Jane Swift; 
Mayor Thomas Menino, City of Boston 
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ENGEL & SCHULTz,P.c, Letter 60 
Attorneys at Law 


125 High Street, Suite 2601 
Boston, MA 02110-2704 


Peter L. Koff ‘Phone: (617) 951-9980 
Of Counsel Facsimile: (617) 951-0048 
E-Mail: pkoff@earthlink.net 


June 6, 2001 


VIA FAX (781) 238-7608 
Mr. John C. Silva 


Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

Federal Aviation Administration 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: | Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
Boston-Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


On behalf of Airport Impact Relief, Inc., an East Boston community group, I am submitting the 
following comments on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Logan International 
Airport Airside Improvement Planning Project. 


AIR, Inc. specifically adopts and relies upon the comments of the consultants to the Community 
Advisory Committee (CAC), dated May 23, 2001, which detail the significant and fundamental defects in the 
SDEIS. In our view the SDEIS falls far short of the goals outlined by FAA Administrator Jane Garvey when 
she established the process for development of the SDEIS. Contrary to the mandate of that process, for 
example, the SDEIS does not contain a full analysis of non-runway and non-taxiway alternatives to the 
proposed project put forth by the CAC and the likely environmental impacts of the proposed airport 
improvements, even though representatives of the CAC and AIR, Inc. spend considerable time attending 
meetings of the SDEIS panel and made numerous written suggestions for improvement of the document. 


AIR, Inc. further believes that fundamental deficiencies inthe SDEIS preclude the FAA from satisfying 
the substantive standards in 49 U.S.C. § 47106 for approval of the project. In particular, we disagree with the 
blanket assertions on page 1-44 (section 1.7.2.4) that the document contains evidence to demonstrate that the 
following provisions of this statute have been satisfied: 


Consistency with existing plans. The project is not consistent with plans of the City of Boston for the 
continued rehabilitation of the residential neighborhoods of East Boston which are impacted by Airport noise, 
emissions, and traffic; or with the extensive, detailed plans set out in the City’s Municipal Harbor Pian, as well 
as the Boston Redevelopment Authority plans, for development of the South Boston Seaport District into a 
vibrant residential and mixed-use community with appropriate, complementary commercial uses (including 
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offices and hotels), parks and other open space amenities, and the new South Boston Convention Center. To 
the extent the FAA seems to limit the meaning of this provision to consistency with local zoning, the FAA has 
unduly restricted the meaning of this provision of § 47106. The conflicts between the proposed project and 
these plans — such as the projected 65 DNL noise impacts in the South Boston Seaport District (see Figure 6.2- 
6) — need to be identified and evaluated, which has not been done. 


Fair consideration to the interests of the communities. AIR, Inc. strongly disagrees that fair 
consideration has been given to the communities surrounding the Airport which will be further impacted by this 
project. The lack of fair consideration is perhaps best shown by reference to the extensive list (set out in the 
next-to-last part of the CAC consultants’s report) of additional analyses which the CAC requested of the FAA 
and Massport, but which analyses were not undertaken. In addition, the FAA failed to use data from the 2000 
Census in analyzing the impacts of the project on East Boston, Chelsea, South Boston, and the Winthrop 
communities; the base case and forecasts of future levels of aviation activity are substantially in error because 
the composition of the existing fleet mix at Logan, and the likely future fleet mixes, which are used in the 
SDEIS are way off base, given the strong emergence of regional jet activity at Logan and plans for future 
regional jet orders. See the CAC consultants’ “white paper” on regional jet activity. As another example, the 
SDEIS continues to justify the runway on the grounds that this would allow better achievement of the goals 
of the Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS), when the FAA and Massport have been repeatedly 
advised that the CAC — which now represents 27 communities surrounding the Airport — no longer considers 
the PRAS system to be valid and that it needs to be revised in a formal environmental review process. 


Last, AIR, Inc. does not believe, given the analysis of regional jet activity at Logan in the CAC 
consultants’ report, that the proposed Runway 14/32 is worth an expenditure of approximately $200 million 
dollars when it will have very little benefit to the operations of Logan Airport. We do not understand how the 
FAA would be able to approve commitment of any FAA funds for this project. We further believe that the 
Centerfield Taxiway would add additional noise and air emissions to near-by residents in East Boston and 
Winthrop, and that alternatives exist (such as gate holds and terminal area management techniques) to provide 
equivalent benefits without constructing a new taxiway. 


Please let me know if I can provide any further information. 


Sincerely yours, 


Peter L. Koff 
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Attorneys at at Law 
125 High Street, Suite 2601 
Boston, MA 02110-2704 
Peter L, Koff . Phone: (617) 951-9980 


Of Counsel pe . . Facsimile: (617) 951-0048 
_ E-Mail: pkoff@carthlink net 


June 8, 2001 


Secretary Bob Durand 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs | 

251 Causeway Street 7 eo 
Boston, MA 02114 ae eee 


re: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
EOEA No, 10458 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


I am submitting these comments on behalf of Airport Impact Relief, Inc., an East Boston 
community group, regarding Massport’s Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Airside 
Improvements Planning Project. We strongly urge you to conclude that the FEIR is inadequate for 
the reasons explained below. 


The MEPA review process js specifically designed to ensure that the relevant information 
needed to evaluate a proposed project is gathered before the project is allowed to proceed so that the 
project avoids or minimizes its adverse environmental consequences to the filllest practicable extent.’ 
As you know, the MEPA statute requires your affirmative determination, before a project can 
- lawfully proceed, that the FEIR properly evaluates the potential damage to the environment which 
would occur as a consequence of this project, as well as reasonable alternatives and their 
environmental consequences. Ultimately through the vehicle of the agency’s own Section 61 
Findings, which are based upon the data and analysis in the FEIR, the proposed agency action must 
_ avoid or minimize the adverse environmental consequences so that the project “represents the best 

accommodation with the environment.” See Enos; Secretary of Environmental Affairs v. — 
Massachusetts Port Authority, 366 Mass. 755, 766 (1975). Ifthe FEIR is incomplete and inadequate, 
the Section 61 Findings will also be incomplete and inadequate and, by definition, fail to carry out the 
statutory objectives to reduce and prevent damage to the environment. 


In the case of the Logan Airport report which Massport has prematurely submitted as a FEIR, 
we believe that you can not in good faith reach a positive conclusion that the document is adequate. 
We fully understand that it is not your role to replace Massport, or the Secretary of Transportation 


“ 
Nn 


‘See Enos v. Secretary of Environmental Affairs, 432 Mass. 138-39 (2000). 
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and Construction, to determine the project’s wisdom, utility, and ultimate design. Thus we recognize 
that in making your determination as to the adequacy of the FEIR, the critical issue before you is not 
whether this project would have only a minor effect on delay reduction at Logan due to the growing 
mix of regional jets at the Airport which need a longer runway than the proposed 5,000' Runway 
14/32, as documented in the May 23, 2001 report of the consultants to the Logan Airport Community 
Advisory Committee (CAC). While we strongly endorse the analysis in the CAC consultants? Teport, 
we appreciate that less use of Runway 14/32 than presented in the FEIR could change, to an, 
unexplained degree, the frequency and pattern of use of Logan Airport runways and their resulting — 
noise impacts and air emissions. It is because Massport has not properly assessed these likely impacts 
of Runway 14/32, rather than simply that there are fimdamental errors in its base case and expected 
future fleet mix, that makes it necessary and appropriate for you to conclude that the FEIR is — 
inadequate. | | | 


Another key issue before you at this time is whether the FEIR adequately addresses the 
specific issues spelled out in your certificate of May 7, 1999 on the Draft EIR. We believe that you 
have no discretion in this case and must find the FEIR to be inadequate where so many key issues 
spelled out in your certificate have been essentially ignored or not honestly evaluated in good faith. 
See the CAC consultants’ report. The following topics and issues included in your certificate are 
among those points which have not been adequately looked at in the FEIR: 


= More complete delay modeling including use of a more recent base case with a 


sensitivity analysis; 

+ A much more specific peak period pricing evaluation and possible access restriction 
measures such as restrictions on night-time operations and use of hush-kitted Stage 
3 alreraft; : 


. An expanded noise analysis; 

-  Anexpanded analysis of the specific ground transportation issues highlighted in the 
certificate; 

. Expanded and more specific proposed Section 61 Findings, including mechanistns for 


ensuring the uni-directionality of Runway 14/32. 


Requiring.a supplemental analysis of these topics and other issues would have the further advantage 
of rejoining the Federal and State environmental review processes so that fhe improvements to the 
project and its mitigation which result from further Federal environmental review will also be 
presented in a Supplemental FEIR for inchision in Massport’s own subsequent Section 61 Findings. 


Your determination that the FEIR is inadequate is also necessary in order to ensure that 
Massport properly evaluates demand managernent alternatives to consttuction of the runway, 
alternatives which were not properly examined and would cause less damage to the environment than 
construction and use ofa new Runaway 14/32. Once Massport is authorized to proceed with Runway 
14/32, it will have no incentive to evaluate and implement a system of demand management controls 
which would have a much greater impact on reducing delay at Logan Airport than construction of 
a runway. Now is the time, before further irretrievable commitments are made, to evaluate in good 
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faith a system of possible coordinated terminal gate management techniques, landing fee pricing 
mechanisms, incentives to encourage airline schedule adjustments, and other airport proprietor 
powers which together would likely correct or significantly reduce the problems at Logan before a 
true congestion crisis grips the Aiport in the future. In its rush to lay down more pavement, 
Massport has failed to deliver on its statutory obligations to reduce damage to the environment. _ 


In this situation you, as Secretary of Environmental Affairs, stand in the unique position as 
the only state official who has been given sufficient statutory authority to ensure that the state’s 
environmental policy — based upon the three key principles of resource protection, restoration, and 
sustainability — trumps a project which would unnecessarily increase noise and air pollution and other 
environmental degradation. See Mass. G. L. c. 21A, § 2(10); Mass. G. L. c. 30, § 61; Introduction 
from Secretary Bob Durand, The State of Our Environment (April2000). The FEIR makes clear that 
the proposed Runway 14/32 will do very little for delay reduction in the immediate future and nothing 
at all after several years. Unless a comprehensive dermand management program is developed, 
implemented, and modified as needed, along with a serious effort to improve HOV ground ~ 
transportation options to and from the Airport, Logan Airport will in the future suffer sustained 
gtound- and air-gridiock throughout rauch of the day. Such a situation will not only adversely affect 
residents surroundmg the Airport; it will also have strong negative impacts on the users ofthe Airport 
including the region’s business and other sectors. : 


The public interest calls for, and the citizens of the Commonwealth want and deserve, your 
leadership and foresight — before a crisis is at hand — in directing Massport to evaluate non-runway 
alternatives for dealing with delay reduction at Logan Airport and managing the Airport’s scarce 
resources which are enhanced by its unique location close to downtown Boston. This process could 
be closely supervised by a person or panel of experts and/or facilitators and some form of public 
participation through a special review procedure or a similar vehicle. Cooperation and participation 
by the FAA would also be important and should be sought. . 


Tn any event, some 27 years after Secretary of Environtnental Affairs Charles H.W. Foster 
rejected Massport’s failed analysis of the impacts of this same runway, you have a similar opportumity 
to affect the environmental direction taken by Massport over the course of the next several decades. 
We ask that your decision be remembered for its boldness, clarity, foresight, and appreciation that 
strong incentives are needed to change the way decisions at Logan Airport are made. And we make 
the sumple observation that lofty statements of the State’s environmental policy have particular 
meaning when this policy is applied to a recalcitrant agency such as Massport which has both means 
and alternative opportunities to bring its actions into accord with the State’s environmental policy. 


Regarding the Centerfield Taxiway, this again is a proposal as to which Massport has utterly 
failed to evaluate any alternatives, such as use of gate holds or scheduling adjustments, that would 
meet the necds ofthe Airport without increasing noise and air pollution in the nearby neighborhoods 
of East Boston and Winthrop. Further, the FEIR does not show justification for the taking and 
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relocation ofthe upland sandpiper habitat. Reduction of the landing minimums js another part of the 
project which Massport has failed to justify by an analysis of alternatives. 


In conclusion, we encourage you to conclude that the FETR is madequate. 


Sincerely yours, 


GPM 


Peter L. Koff 


Letter 62 
ALBERT A. RUSSO IMPORTS, INC. 


Manufacturer’s Representative and Importer 


88 Cottage Street 

East Boston, MA 02128 

(617) 569-6995 FAX (617) 569-3791 
arussoimports@worldnet. att.net 


April 17, 2001 


Mr. Robert Durand 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway St. 

Boston, MA 02214 


Dear Mr. Durand: 


Tam 78 years old, born and raised in East Boston. I live at 300 Maverick St and the airport is in my 
back yard. During the second World War, I served as an aerial gunner on a B52 heavy bomber. I 
flew 40 combat missions. 50 caliber machine guns and 4 airplane engines took a toll on my hearing 
and living in East Boston did not help. Maybe I should have moved out of East Boston but I was 
always happy to be with family and friends. 10 years ago, the VA supplied me with hearing aids and 
that has helped a lot. It has gone too far with my hearing but you can still help by doing something 
about the air pollution and the traffic problems. The Boston magazine reports that East Boston with 
123 pollution points per square mile and Downtown Boston with 225 pollution points per square mile 
are the most polluted spots of the 134 towns and cities tested. Please see what you can do to help 
us. It is time that other areas share this airport problem. There is no doubt in my mind that the 
flying business will continue to grow and something should be done to make it easier for all the 
people. 


APR 2 0 2001 
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Alliance of 
Boston 


Harriet Tubman House 566 Columbus Avenue Boston, MA 02118 617-437-0110 (f) 508-478-4834 www.abnboston.org 


May 11, 2001 


John C. Silva 

Federal Aviation Administration, Manager Environmental Programs 
12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 01803 

Via e-mail john.silva@faa.gov 


Secretary Bob Durand 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02214 

Via e-mail bob.durand@state.ma.us 


Re: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 


The Alliance of Boston Neighborhoods strongly opposes the proposed runway 14/32. The runway is a short-term solution, by 
Massport’s own data. It will affect only a tiny fraction of the delayed flights, and delays and congestion will return to, and exceed, 
present levels in a few years. 


The runway would be used to expand service, with severe environmental impacts to many city neighborhoods already heavily affected 
by airport flight and access vehicular traffic. Logan Airport is located very close to the city center and the residential neighborhoods. 
The effective additional impacts of increased air pollution and noise on the population of Boston caused by an additional runway would 
be patently unfair. This is an issue of public health, and of environmental justice. 


The only valid solution to the present overcrowding at Logan International Airport is comprehensive regional transportation planning. 
This planning process needs to encompass the entire New England area, and must include viable and convenient transportation 
alternatives, both by air and other modes, and more efficient flight demand and scheduling management. There are no plans that 
adequately address this spectrum of issues. 


The Alliance joins the many public officials and community residents who demand a long-term solution, one that is environmentally 
sustainable and socially just. Such a solution lies in a comprehensive, regionalized approach to transportation planning and air traffic 
management. 


Sincerely, 


Shirley Kressel, President 
Alliance of Boston Neighborhoods 


Cc: U.S. Senator Edward Kennedy via e-mail senator@kennedy.senate.gov 
U.S. Senator John Kerry via e-mail john_kerry@kerry.senate.gov 


Letter 64 


April 25, 2001 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
EOEA No. 10458 

251 Causeway Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02114 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


_ American Airlines supports the addition of runway 14/32 at Boston’s Logan International 
Airport. This runway will reduce delays, which contribute to environmental issues in the 
surrounding communities. 
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Letter 65 


BEACON Hitt Civic ASSOCIATION, INC. 


74 Joy Street * Boston, Massachusetts 02114 
tel: 617-227-1922 » fax: 617-227-7959 
email: info@bhcivic.org 


June 6, 2001 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114 


Attention: MEPA Office — Arthur Pugsley, IV- EOEA #10458 


Mr. John Silva, Manager 
Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 

Federal Aviation Administration 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project, FEIR/SDEIS 


Gentlemen: 


Based upon continued review of documentation and participation on the 
Airside Review Committee (ARC) and the Community Advisory Committee 
to Massport (CAC), the Beacon Hill Civic Association (BHCA) again states 
its opposition to Massport’s proposal for airside improvements, including 
construction of a new runway at Logan Airport. While the arguments for 
and against Massport’s plan are many and complex, the following is a 
summary of our opposition: 


1. Weneed a long-term, encompassing plan now - before building 
very limited, partial fixes. Massport justifies building the new runway 
to increase operations and decrease delays in bad weather conditions; but, 
even when the new runway is used in all weather (as intended), the 
forecast total hours of delays only decreases by about 20%. The new 
runway would increase achievable operations annually, expanding 
current, actual capacity despite Massport’s protestations that it is not an 
increase in capacity which would require another level of review. Total 
operations are forecast to continue to grow from a slightly decreased 
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to continue to grow from a slightly decreased level — just after the runway begins operations 
- to exceed prior levels within a very few years and to continue to increase without limits. 
With a shorter queue, more get in line. Postponing a more encompassing solution will make 
it more difficult, painful and expensive to achieve later. 


We need a regional (and multi-transportation mode) solution to this regional problem. 


About 30% of Logan’s passengers originate and/or are destined for Boston, about 30% from 
Boston to Route 128, and about 30% from Route 128 to Route 495. Planning to continue to 
move the primary, largest portion of this traffic through the City and through the urban, — 
physically restricted Logan facility - and allowing air traffic to grow without limits ~ is socially 
and environmentally irresponsible. Shifting runway use with a new runway is forecast to more 
than triple operations over current secondary urban areas initially - and to keep increasing, 
without limits. Trumpeting that landings and takeoffs would be over water deceitfully ignores 
the plotted arrival and departure courses over urban area. In particular, the smaller planes 
intended for the new, shorter runway do not stay “over seas”. More traffic needs to be 
dispersed elsewhere, closer to its origins and destinations. Excluding Hanscom Field as a 
significant part of the solution, considering its central-to-passengers location, existing 8000 and 
5000 foot runways, and ownership by Massport, is grossly irresponsible. Claims of “historic 
preservation” are insufficient to those of us trying to avoid increased and excessive intrusion in 
our equally historic (and more so) neighborhoods. 


Negative costs must be weighed - including social, environmental and health costs. The 
decreased quality of life, decreased ability to conduct business, and decreased property value of 


those negatively affected by the increased air traffic operations ~ without limits — must be 
valued. Valuing only airline, passenger, and aligned business benefits and costs is incomplete 
and insufficient. Both sides of the costs and benefits equation, positive and negative effects ~ 
for users and for those “underneath” - need to be completed in the analysis. Valuing 1,000,000 
people negatively affected for 60 hours a week at $1.00/hour (for decreased ability to work or 
sleep or enjoy their property or life...) gives a negative value of $6,000,000/week — the yearly 
figure quoted for the value (to airlines and passengers) of decreased delays. The health costs 
derived from increasing already high urban pollution levels, are foreboding. 


Current standards for negative effects of noise must be re-evaiuated and the recognized 
thresholds of pain expanded. The day-night, weighted average sound level currently used by 


Massport to determine “significant” annoyance and compatibility with airport operations 
includes only communities effectively “within sight” of the airport and directly underneath 
aircraft arrivals and departures - the most severely affected areas, where life is severely impeded 
virtually every day. Nearby neighborhoods, under flight paths, whose life is also severely 
affected by the aircraft noise - many of which have protested and fought legally for many years 
— are not included as “significantly” annoyed. Air traffic noise levels disrupting normal 
conversation many hours a day can easily average over the entire day and year to below the 
noted thresholds. Our Beacon Hill neighborhood and others are currently affected for only a 
few hours at a time - not nearly enough to even be acknowledged — but aircraft noise is growing 
in volume, duration and intrusive effect. With the proposed new runway, the noise from the 
additional 30 - 70,000 planes initially redirected over our neighborhoods is not even plotted on 
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the annual average weighted noise level contours - but it will severely disrupt life, business and 
pleasure. 


Massport (and the FAA) must accept some limits on operations at Logan before any 
further expansion is allowed. Providing facilities for flyers without weighing the costs to 


those negatively affected is unconscionable. Massport intends to increase daily operating hours 
throughout the night if demand grows and to increase the number of operations per hour from 
the current “design ideal” limit of 120. Allowing any pilot with a license for any plane - large or 
small, with and without passengers, at any time — to “get in line” is Massport’s (and the FAA’s) 
mandate — is an inefficient and unjust use of the public facilities. General aviation, parcel and 
cargo flights should be directed away from Logan, to maximize passenger capabilities. Night 
operations must be limited. Some form of peak period facility management should be 
implemented now ~ before construction - to spread the load, decrease delays, optimize facility 
use, and decrease expansion needs. Claims of pilot “discrimination” are ridiculous to those of us 
who live beneath and suffer the effects. Allowing air traffic over the city and its inhabitants to 
increase without limits is socially and environmentally irresponsible and self-destructive. 


We hope and trust for your actions to redirect Massport for an environmentally responsible, long- 
term plan, which facilitates air traffic while respecting the health and well being of all affected. 


c.C. 


Sincerely, 


Sarde © eek. 


Sandra C. Steele 
Vice President for Government Affairs 


Mayor Thomas M. Menino 

USS. Senator Edward M. Kennedy 

US. Senator John F. Kerry 

US. Representative Michael E. Capuano 
Senator Stephen F. Lynch 

Senator Robert E. Travaglint 
Representative Paul C. Demakis 
Representative Salvatore DiMasi 

Acting Governor Jane Swift 

District Councilor Michael Ross 
Community Advisory Committee to Massport 
The Beacon Hill Times 

The Boston Globe 

The Boston Herald 

The Boston Business Journal 

The Wall Street Journal 
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THE BEST OF BOSTON LTD. 


391 Totten Pond Road 
Waltham, MA 02451 
(781) 487-0500 Fax (781) 487-0197 
June 4, 2001 http://www.bestboston.com 


Mr. John Silva 

Manager, Environmental programs 
Airports Division, ANE - 600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: Supplemental Draft EIS 
Dear Mr. Silva 


This letter is to indicate my support for construction of Runway 14/32 at Logan Airport. My business is directly involved 
in the convention industry in Boston and I am constantly hearing from my clients about the difficulties at Logan. When one 
is trying to arrange large meetings in Boston, every deterrent brought up by a potential client makes the job harder. The 
Convention and Tourism industry brings millions of dollars into Boston each year, and small businesses profit directly from 
them. In some cases, our entire existence depends on this industry and consequently the jobs of our employees are directly 
affected. 


I urge you to support this runway and to assist in making it a reality as soon as possible. 


Thank you for your consideration. 


en J. 
President 


Cc: Senator Edward M. Kennedy 
Senator John F. Kerry 
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TELEPHONE BEVERLY . FAX 
978-921-6071 


(978) 921-6072 


MUNICIPAL 
AIRPORT 


BEVERLY AIRPORT COMMISSION 


BEVERLY MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 
(JOHN MOUNTAN FIELD) 
46 L. P. HENDERSON ROAD 
BEVERLY, MASSACHUSETTS 01915 


Mr. John Silva, Manager 
Environmental Programs 
Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Box 510 

Burlington, MA 01803 


May 3, 2001 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


I'd like to go on record as supporting Massport efforts to construct Runway 14-32 at 
Logan Airport. As I’m sure you are aware the construction of the runway will help 
alleviate delays caused by airspace and airfield congestion and would also improve 
airport safety. 


The key to relieving congestion and resulting delays is by acquiring more capacity on 
the ground. Congestion results from the inability of airport facilities to accept aircraft 
from the airspace system. To find relig¢f you need more runways, in this case one small 
5,000. foot runway would be a great help. 


The FAA back in 1985 publicly acknowledged the answer to airport congestion as being 
the availability of more runways. 


In a 1985 address to the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association, then FAA 
Administrator Don Engen emphasized that airport capacity is an issue transcending all 
other problems facing the aviation industry. To quote, 


“ ...left untreated, the problem will grow far worse over the next 10 to 15 years. We 
could have as many as 60 capacity strained air carrier airports and another 40 to 45 
congested general aviation fields by the year 2000...We need to begin now to improve 
our major air carrier airports. We need to begin now to improve our system of reliever 
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airports... Washington can provide the leadership and the funding, but local support is 
needed to put an airport, or airport system in place.” 


Here it is 2001 and those words are true. Boston-Logan now needs the local support that 
past FAA Administrator Engen spoke of. Please help cut delays at Logan Airport and 
support Runway 14/32. Thank you. 


Sincerely, 


Robert. Mezzetti 
Airport Manager 


Cambridge Trust Company Letter 68 


1336 Massachusetts Avenue, Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138-3829 


Member FDIC 


April 9, 2001 


Mr. John C. Silva, Manager 
Environmental Programs 

Federal Aviation Administration 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region | 

iz New England Executive Office Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


I write this letter not only from a corporate point of view but also from a personal 
point of view; let me deal with the latter first. Over the weekend, I added up the number of 
airports that I (or my wife and I) have been through in the last 24 months, and it totals 
twenty-one including some of the bigger ones such as O’Hare, Denver, Miami, etc. There is 
absolutely no question in our minds that of the twenty-one airports we have been in— 
including Logan—we would rate Logan last! 


I say this from all perspectives, certainly taking into account any of the construction 
issues, including the perspective of time delays on arrivals and departures. It’s time for those 
involved to “stop fooling around,” get down to business, not be shy to put the cards on the 
table, and get this new runway moving! It’s a disgrace for a City of our skills, enterprise and 
culture to be embarrassed by such an inferior airport. I could go on and on at great lengths 
and add paragraph after paragraph about the negative economic impact that I feel Logan has 
upon the business community. Even Massport’s records show delays totaling 142,000 hours 
wasted, ranking it sixth worse in the nation—hardly a record that anyone could be proud of 
or want to be associated with. 


So, I reiterate: let’s get going and bring Logan Airport up to the standards which 
those of us who live in the region have every right to expect. 


Vv. 


JFD:dda 


Harvard Sq. * Kendall Sq.* 1720 Massachusetts Ave. ¢ 353 Huron Ave. ¢ University Park at M.I.T. © Weston ¢ Concord © Beacon Hill 
New Hampshire Trust Offices: Exeter ¢ Concord ¢ Peterborough 


(617) 876-5500 * FAX (617) 441-1421 ¢ www.cambridgetrust.com AP iW L2 ii thy \ 


Letter 69 


660 Barnstable Road 

Barnstable Municipal Airport 

North Ramp 

Hyannis, Massachusetts 02601 

508-790-3122 

508-778-1870 FAX 

Reservations (800) 352-0714 
(800) 635-8787 


SE se aS All x, 
LINES 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs June 1, 2001 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10548 

251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

FAA - New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


RE: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project FEIR/SDEIS 
Dear Sirs: 


I am writing to you on behalf of the 500 owner/employees of Cape Air/Nantucket 
Airlines to comment on the SDEIS/FEIR and how some of the proposals it contains 
would affect our company and the communities we serve. Cape Air began service 
between Provincetown and Logan in 1988, and in the early 1990’s added service from 
Logan to Hyannis, Nantucket, and Martha’s Vineyard. Logan is the most important 
facility in the operation of our company. Over the past several years I have participated 
in numerous public meetings related to this project, and appreciate the consideration 
Massport and the FAA have given to the comments and questions I raised during this 
process. 


Logan is New England’s gateway to the Nation’s air transportation network. Safe 
and efficient operations at Logan are important to the region’s economy, environment 
and quality of life. Reducing delays is an important need at Logan when Northwest 
winds reduce the airport’ S capacity to two operational runways. The SDEIS/FEIR 
demonstrates that uni-directional runway 14-32 is the most effective alternative to reduce 
delays during Northwest winds. 


Of primary concern to Cape Air and the communities we serve is the potential for 
peak period pricing. Although not in the preferred alternative, the SDEIR/FEIS moves 
Massport a step closer toward implementing peak period pricing by proposing a peak 
period monitoring program. While the concept of a monitoring program is hard to argue 
against, the SDEIR/FEIS does not provide enough definition of the program to évaluate 
its fairness or effectiveness. 
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If peak period pricing were implemented, Cape Air would be among the hardest 
hit carriers and would be forced to cancel service to some communities such as 
Provincetown. As an independent carrier, we have no major code-sharing partner to help 
us absorb economic losses. We could go out of business. However, Massport 
acknowledges that there would be no estimable delay reduction benefit from the 
cancellation of Cape Air’s flights. That is because the Cessna 402’s we use have unique 
operational characteristics that enable us to “plug holes” in the use of airfield and 
airspace in ways that larger aircraft cannot. These include significantly lower (1/4 to 1/3) 
runway service times, and unique use of alternate runway configurations under all wind 
conditions. A detailed description of Cape Air’s operational characteristics was 
presented to Massport this spring. 


While we appreciate the efforts to develop an exemption program to protect 
communities from the effects of peak period pricing, the proposed exemption program 
modeled after the Essential Air Service (EAS) program is not adequate and would result 
in a severe loss of service. The selection of EAS routes is based on pre-1978 market 
data. Provincetown, for example, was not determined to be an EAS route in 1978 
although it very likely would be considered one if the judgment were made today. 
However, the SDEIS/FEIR does not address how Provincetown could be included in the 
list of exempted communities since it is not a designated EAS. Notwithstanding the EAS 
status of each community we serve, the primary problem with the proposal is that two 
round trips per day do not provide enough relief from the economic impact of peak 
period fees to sustain service. Potential exemptions based on use of runway 15L/33R 
require more definition to determine whether this would provide adequate relief. The 
SDEIS does not state how such exemptions would work, under what conditions they 
would apply and whether they would be used in conjunction with the EAS form of 
exemption. 


A far more equitable and effective approach would be to exempt routes within a 
100-mile perimeter of Logan. This approach would preserve access for New England 
communities, and particularly the isolated communities we serve. Industry experts are 
clear that when stage length falls below 100 miles routes become economically unviable. 
Thus, such an approach to exemption would preserve access without attracting additional 
traffic to those markets. | 


If the Cape and Islands loose service to Logan, there will be additional pressure 
on already congested roadways and parking facilities. Without air service to Logan, the 
only viable way to travel to the Cape and Islands will be by roadway. The region’s traffic 
congestion problems -- particularly in the summer months -- are well documented. The 
SDEIS/FEIR does not assess the environmental impacts from added congestion on the 
Southeast Expressway, Route 3, Sagamore and Bourne Bridges, Route 6, and other major 
Cape Cod roadways, as well as the changes in air and water quality due to increased 
reliance on automobiles. The added stress on the island ferries, and the associated 
demand for parking, also need to be documented and evaluated. 


Changes in fleet characteristics and demand patterns at Logan call into question 
the estimated effectiveness of peak period pricing. The increasing use of Logan by 
regional jets coupled with unexplained changes in demand patterns mean that any 
reduction in expected delays due to peak period pricing would be small and short lived. 
The negative economic and environmental impacts from the implementation of peak 
period pricing at Logan far outweigh projected reductions in anticipated delays. The 
legacy of peak period pricing would be the elimination of flights to the Cape and Islands 
provided by Cape Air — with no associated delay reduction benefit - and the resulting 
economic and environmental losses to the communities Cape Air serves. 


Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 


Sincerely, 

" 9 
BF ae CL VA 
Daniel A. Wolf 
President 


Letter 70 
CAPE COD ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL 


3225 MAIN STREET 
P.O. BOX 226 
BARNSTABLE, MA 02630 
(508) 362-8051 
(508) 362-3136 
E-mail: ddray @cape.com 


May 31, 2001 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

Federal Aviation Administration 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


RE: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project FEIR/SDEIS 
Dear Mr Silva: 


I am writing on behalf of the Cape Cod Economic Development Council (CCEDC) to 
comment on the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR)/Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project.. The CCEDC is the economic development agency for Barnstable County and, as 
such, is responsible for Promoune pone in SHEPOTO of a: sustainable year-round | 
Soe for Cape Cod. s ie 2a 


The economic and environmental well being of Cape Cod’s residents and businesses 
depends on continued safe and efficient air transportation access to Logan. Logan airport 
is a vital link to the region for visitors that support the Cape’s substantial tourism 
industry. Air transportation access to Logan is also a central component of public and 
private efforts to diversify the regional economy and create quality year-round 
employment opportunities for residents. 


The CCEDC has carefully monitored the environmental review process for the Logan 
Airside Improvements Planning Project with particular focus on the evaluation of peak 
period pricing as a possible policy to reduce delays at Logan. As we stated in our 
DEIS/DEIR comment letter to you in 1999, the CCEDC strongly opposes the 
implementation of peak period pricing at any time. Peak period pricing would unfairly 
penalize the carriers providing service to Cape Cod, even though it has been 
demonstrated that the smaller aircraft used by those carriers have a negligible impact on 
delays and may in fact enhance air field and air space utilization because of their 
operational flexibility. The ama would result in a loss of air transportation service 
“between Logan and Cape Cod. ee , 
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Loss of air service to Cape Cod would be devastating to many businesses and residents. 
The loss of air service to Logan would fundamentally threaten the health and safety of 
Outer Cape residents by removing a critical community transportation resource. Cape 
Air provides a medical care flight service from Provincetown Airport. For these residents 
the closest ambulance drive is one hour to Cape Cod Hospital and two and one half hours 
to Boston. 


The SDEIS/FEIR fails to identify or to evaluate the environmental cost to the region of 
loss of air service. These costs include increased congestion on already overburdened 
roadways such as Route 3, The Southeast Expressway, the Sagamore and Bourne 
Bridges, and Route 6, as well as degraded air quality from increased automobile 
emissions, and public safety concerns. These costs need to be thoroughly evaluated and 
mitigated prior to the implementation of any form of peak period pricing. 


The CCEDC recognizes that peak period pricing is not in the preferred alternative. 
However we note that Massport plans to implement a peak period monitoring program 
which is the first step in the implementation of peak period pricing. The proposed | 
community mitigation program, with only two flights per day, would not make year 
round service economically viable, and would be tantamount to eliminating air service 
from the Cape to Logan. Additional mitigation alternatives, which would preserve 
adequate community access, need to be evaluated. These alternatives should include 
exempting from peak period pricing communities within 100 miles of Logan. 


Thank you for your consideration of the CCEDC’s comments. 


Sincerely, 


oa Ft Lips 


Chairman 


cc: Honorable Jane Swift, Acting Governor 
Ms. Virginia Buckingham, Director, Massachusetts Port Authority 
Mr. Mark Robinson, Chairman, Massachusetts Port Authority 
Massachusetts Congressional Delegation 
Cape Cod Delegation to the Massachusetts General Court 
Cape Cod Boards of Selectmen 
Barnstable Town Council 
Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce 
Cape Ports 
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May 24, 2001 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
Federal Aviation Administration 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


RE: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project FEIR/SDEIS 
Dear Mr. Silva: 


On behalf of the Board of Directors of the Cape Cod Technology Council I would like to 

| comment on.the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR)/Supplemental Draft 
Environmental a piaiement ae) for the HT ogan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project. 


The Cape Cod Technology Council represents over 300 companies on Cape Cod 
involved in building the region’s technology based industries. Continued growth of the 
Cape’s technology sector is critical to public and private efforts to encourage sustainable 
economic growth and develop more quality year round employment opportunities. 


For our members, the importance of access to Logan Airport cannot be overstated. Many 
of our member companies operate in an increasingly competitive global marketplace. 

For these companies, reliable access to Logan and the national air transportation system 
is critical to remaining competitive. 


The SDEIS/FEIR calls for the implementation of a peak period monitoring system to 
determine when peak period pricing should be implemented. The Technology Council 
opposes the implementation of peak period pricing at any time because it would unfairly 
penalize carriers to Cape Cod and the Islands. It has already been demonstrated that the 
cancellation of flights to the Cape and Islands would not result in a significant reduction 
in delays, yet peak period pricing would result in a loss of air service to the region. 


MAY 29 20011 
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The community mitigation program proposed in the SDEIS/FEIR would render year 
round service to the Cape and Islands uneconomical, and would result in a loss of service 
to the region. Loss of air service would be devastating to the Cape’s technology 
employers and to the many resident commuters who rely on regular air service. 


A more comprehensive community exemption program is needed if peak period pricing | 
is contemplated. The Technology Council strongly urges Massport to evaluate the 
concept of a 100-mile perimeter of exemption, as well as any other alternatives that 
would provide comprehensive relief for flights to the Cape and Islands. 


The SDEIS/FEIR does not identify the environmental costs to the region from loss of air 
service. These costs include automobile congestion, and consequent degradation of air 
quality and public safety. These issues should be fully evaluated, and mitigation actions 
designed, prior to implementing peak period pricing. 


Thank you for consideration of these comments. 


Sincerely, 


Spyro Mitrokostas 
Executive Director 
Cape Cod Technology Council, Inc. 


CHADWICKMARTINBAIEY: Letter 72 


INFORMATION FOR DECISION-MAKINGE® 


April 27, 2001 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley—EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Gentlemen: 


I am writing to express my strong support for the Supplemental Draft EIS and the Final 
EIR submitted by Massport. Massachusetts businesses, like Chadwick Martin Bailey, lose more 
than $300 million annually as a result of congestion at Logan Airport. Massport’s proposed 
modernization project represents a sensible solution to alleviating delays, while simultaneously 
reducing noise and air pollution for neighboring communities. 


Logan Airport i is one of the most densely packed, delay-prone airports in the country. In 
fact, Logan is the 6" most delayed airport in the nation and ranks 2™ most delayed for arrivals. 
The addition of a new runway will significantly reduce wind-related delays, provide for a more 
equitable distribution of air traffic over the surrounding communities, while improving air quality 
by eliminating 500-700 tons per year of pollution. 


As a professional services firm that relies on Logan as our transportation hub for travel 
both nationally and internationally, the delays we experience have a significant impact on our 
productivity and our ability to meet clients’ needs. We are forced into a situation of making 
earlier and later travel plans in order to take into account delays, which reduces our productivity. 
But we must do this because the alternative of risking a meeting missed due to delays would have 
a disastrous effect on our current and prospective client relationships. The “Logan Factor” should 
not be something that local companies have to build into their business plans, but the sad fact is 
that’s what happens. 


I respectiully request your favorabie consideration of Massport’s proposal. This project 
is in the best interests of aviation safety, the environment, the economy, and, most importantly, 


our communities. 


Sincerely, 


Ce Se ee 


Anne Bailey Berman 
President 
Chadwick Martin Bailey 


179 South Street wm Boston, Massachusetts 02111-2733 wm Tel. 617-350-8922 mp Fox 617-451-5272 03 ann 
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Chelsea Creek Action Group 


John Silva, Mer. of Environmental Programs 
Airports Division ANE-600 

12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 01803 


May 24, 2001 


Dear Mr. Silva, 


I am writing in regards to a paragraph in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for the Logan Airside 
Improvements Planning Project. On page 6-168, there is a paragraph regarding the Chelsea 
Creek Comparative Risk Assessment (CRA) project. While much of the paragraph is factually 
correct, the CRA is misrepresented as a tool that could adequately stand as a broad, scientific 
measure of public health and quality of life in Chelsea and East Boston. 


This was never the intention of the first stage of this process. The CRA survey was not designed 
to generate numbers that would draw a definitive picture of public health, the environment, or 
quality of life — it was merely a tool to generate a broad list of resident concerns on these issues. 
Furthermore, the survey specifically avoided specific questions on airport issues due to the 
project restrictions. As such, the CRA should not be used in the DEIS as evidence that 
additional Massport activity would not be detrimental to quality of life or environment in these 
two areas. 


On the contrary — my work in East Boston and Chelsea has repeatedly demonstrated a very 
strong concern about the airport and its impact on area neighborhoods. This is illustrated by 
some of the quotes in the stage 1 report. Please do not cite the CRA report in the DEIS as 
evidence that Massport activity will not significantly impact these neighborhoods. 


Sincerely, 
(<}, i 


Susan cks 
Chelsea Creek Action Group Project Coordinator 


MAY 2 9 2004 


CIARKE & COMPANY Letter 74 


PUBLIC RELATIONS 
Crisis Communications 


April 24, 2001 _ G Ow ae 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley—EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 01803 


Gentlemen: 


Logan Airport’s congestion problems are no secret to anyone who travels in and 
out of the Boston area. Not only are the airport’s shortcomings well known, but they 
also impose an unnecessary threat to the environment, our regional economy, and 
aviation safety. 


In brief, Logan is one of the most densely crowded, delay-prone airports in the 
United States. This acute congestion results in the loss of more than $300 million 
annually by Massachusetts businesses. It also leads to an increase in noise and air 
pollution in neighboring communities -- conditions that would be reduced with an 
increase in runway capacity. 


The modernization project currently proposed by Massport provides a sensible 
solution to these problems. The addition of a new runway will efficiently alleviate 
delays, significantly reduce air pollution, and allow for a more equitable distribution of 
air traffic over the surrounding communities. 


As the largest independent, full-service public relations firm in New England, 
Clarke & Company operations require our employees and clients to utilize Logan 
extensively. The numerous flight delays and cancellations we have experienced have 
increased markedly in recent years. We continually find ourselves apologizing to out-of- 


3, 66 


town clients for conditions at this, the region’s “premier” airport. 


535 BOYLSTON STREET BOSTON MA 02116 PHONE 617-536-3003 FAX 617-536-8524 
E-mail: clarkeco@clarkeco.com Internet: www.clarkeco.com 
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I write to you now to respectfully offer my strong support of the Supplemental 
Draft EIS and the Final EIR submitted by Massport. 


Sincerely, 
< 


Brian Delaney 


President if re | 5 ron 


APR 26 2001 
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Letter 75 | 
Ali 


COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
TO MASSPORT 


18 Greenough Avenue 
Boston, Massachusetts 02130 


"We're Stronger Together." 


Betty Desrosiers, Director 
Massport Aviation Planning 
Logan Office Center 

East Boston, MA 02128 


Dear Betty: 


During our telephone conversation today, I asked you why Massport continues to 
ignore the Community Advisory Committee's (CAC) letter of August 27,1999. That 
official CAC letter very clearly requests that-you, all Massport personnel and all 
Massport publications cease stating that the present Preferential Runway Assignment 
System (PRAS) program, as put forth by Massport, has CAC support. That is blatantly 


untrue. 


In August of 1999, the CAC voted by a very large majority of thirteen to three, not to 
support the PRAS it had worked on with Massport and the FAA fifteen years ago. 
Massport's fabrication of the validity of a CAC vote will not be tolerated. It is 
outrageous that Massport continues to ignore the stated request of the CAC and has 
written time and again in the current "Interim Supplemental DEIS" document that 
PRAS is "community approved noise goals". Continuing to act in this manner 
demonstrates to the public and to our political leaders hat Massport for its own goals, is 
willing to manipulate and even ignore community input and the truth in order to 
mislead the readers of the EIS. 


In the fifteen years since the PRAS was developed, whenever the CAC asked why the 
PRAS was not being used, Massport always stated that FAA Air Traffic Tower 
personnel were overriding and ignoring the program recommendations because of 
capacity demands. Another reason given by Massport for non-use of the PRAS was that 
the Tower had difficulty switching runway configurations. Historically the FAA has not 
used the PRAS and only started making unsuccessful attempts to do so once the Draft 
Airside EIS project was underway. It is very clear in the Draft EIS and the new Interim 
Supplemental DEIS that this new interest in PRAS is an obvious ploy to manipulate 
projected operations data and fraudulently demonstrate lower numbers of people 
impacted by the change in runway usage should Runway 14/32 be constructed. 


I find it outrageous that Massport has arrogantly disregarded and blatantly 
misrepresented the position of the CAC. The CAC will not tolerate your persistence in 


misleading the public. The CAC requests from you and Massport, in writing, a 
straightforward statement that you will discontinue all references to current CAC 


nN 


524-3994 and (781) 848-0315 Office Fax (781) 356-5846 and (617) 983-3775 


support of the PRAS program, which no longer has any relevance to present 
circumstances and does not have majority community support. 


I look forward to your prompt response. 
Sincerely, 


Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 


cc: Virginia Buckingham, Massport Director 

Vincent Scarano, FAA Regional Manger Airports Division 
Terry Fleiger, Regional Air Traffic Division 
Mindy Lubber, Regional Administrator, EPA 
Robert Durand, Secretary, MEOEA 
Congressman Joseph Moakley 
Congressman Nechacl Capuano 

Congressman Edward Markey 
Congressman Barney Frank 
Mayor Thomas Menino 
Rick Rodes, President CARE 


Beacon Hill 
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Brookline 
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COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 4A a 


TO MASSPORT 


18 Greenough Avenue 
Boston, Massachusetts 02130 


“We're Stronger Together." 
August 27, 1999 


Betty Desrosiers, Director of Aviation Planning 
Massport 

Logan International Airport 

One Harborside Drive, Suite 200S 

Kast Boston, MA 02128-2909 


Dear Betty, 


This letter is to inform Massport that the CAC has voted non-support of the present 
Preferential Runway Assignment System (PRAS). The CAC has supported the concept 
of equitable sharing of Logan's airplane noise impacts since partaking in the initial 
efforts to design such a system in the 1980s. However, the original, as well as the 
"updated", PRAS is clearly impracticable for the FAA Air Traffic Control personnel _ 
and has not been effectively used since its inception. | 


Roslindale/Hyde Parkry.. CAC asks that any reference to the present PRAS system having CAC support be 


Roxbury 
Somerville 
South End 
South Boston 
Swampscott 
Weymouth 
Winthrop 


Office Phone 


removed from all current and future Massport studies and literature. We request that 
Massport and the FAA sponsor a Federal Environmental Impact Statement/State 
Environmental Impact Report to study an achievable PRAS for future use at Logan. 


. Sincerely, 


Anastasia S. Lyman & Sandra Kunz, Co-Chairs 


ce: Vince Scarano & John Silva, NE Regional FAA 


(617) 524-8994 and. (781) 848-0315 Office Fax (781) 356-5846 and (617) 983-3775 
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FALBO, SOLARI & GOLDBERG, PA / 
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ATTORNEYS aT Law f 
80 Jefferson Street . vA 
Winthrop, Massachusetts 02152-2983 
Telephone . 


617-846-3433 


JEROME E. FALBO 
EDMUND J. SOLARI, JR. 
RUSSELL Z. GOLDBERG 


- 5 Essex Green 
Peabody, MA 01960 


Of Counsel: : imi 
| Facsimile 
WILLIAM TICK . ; 617-846-6105 


June 5, 2001 


BY FEDEX OVERNIGHT MAIL 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
231 Causeway Street 
Boston, MA 02114 


~ Attention: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Office-No. 10458 _ 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: — 


Enclosed kindly find two video tapes which are submitted as comments to the 
SPEIR and as a supplement to public testimony given at the Radisson Hotel on April 
24, 2001. - | 


Kindly incorporate these video tapes, produced by Jesse Perrier, as part of the 
record of comments from the communities. 


Very truly yours, 


ROME E. FALBO 
JEF/am 
Enc. 


Communities P.O. Box 440284 
: : 7 jain st West Somerville, MA 02144 
Ru nway Phone: 617-422-1638 
_ E-mail; stop1432@yahoo.com 
Expansion Website: www.stop1432.com 
June 5, 2001 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley—EOEA No. 10458 

Office of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


Mr. John C., Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
FAA—New England Region | 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Mr. Pugsley/Mr. Silva: 


It is our position that the SDEIR/FEIR is totally inadequate as it is lacking in objective 
analysis of Logan's current and projected impacts on the surrounding communities, 
and most importantly, whether the proposed 14-32 runway is a solution to the delay 
issue, 


The consultants to the Community Advisory Committee (CAC) have completed a 
thorough and objective report on the inadequacies of the SDEIR/FEIR. Therefore, it 
would be repetition for us to discuss the contents in detail. We merely want to 
highlight the important issues. 


To begin with, the Garvey Panel failed in every manner to adhere to Jane 

Garvey's expressed mandate. During most of the ten months of the supposed 
study, Massport's consultants (who prepared the original EIR) presented argument 
after argument in support of their position. These presentations were time 
consuming and prevented an objective discussion on the inadequacies of the EIR. 
The inevitable product of the panel's work was the SDIER/FEIR, which was 
inaccurate, inconclusive and justified the expansion (airside improvements) without 
proposing a viable alternative. 


The following are general comments regarding the failure of the SDEIR/FEIR: 


I. The SDEIR/FEIR failed to address a viable alternative, which could solve the delay 
problem, and yet be less harmful to the environment, such as a long-term, region- 
wide, multi-modal transportation strategy. This issue was adequately addressed in 
the comment of the Regional Federal Environmental Protection Agency's letter of 
April, 1999. 


il. It failed to deal with the fact that the new runway would triple flights on the 
adjacent runways. These take offs and departures would provide higher levels of 
noise and toxic air pollution over East Boston, Chelsea, Somerville, Everett, Malden, 
Roxbury, Jamaica Plain and other communities. Yet, this egregious solution would 
offer a very short-term “patch work” to the delay problems at Logan Airport. 


lll. The report failed to consider the impact on the communities by the increase in 
bad weather flights if the Reduced Instrument Landing System Minimums were 
implemented. Nor did it address the fact that both Massport and the FAA had 
previously signed agreements not to lower the ILS standard. 


IV. The report failed to address the increased noise and pollution levels that would 
be generated by a new centerfield taxiway. This increase in overall pollution would 
have a devastating affect on the Court Road and Johnson Avenue area of Winthrop 
and the Orient Heights and Constitutional Beach area of East Boston. In addition, 
the proposed centerfield taxiway has the potential of causing accidents because it 
would cross two runways at their mid points. 


V. The report failed to address the fact that Massport presently violates its noise 
abatement ground procedures as codified in 740 CMR 2405 (5). The report also 
failed to comment on the fact that the FAA violated its own Boston Control Tower 
Noise Abatement Order of May 1, 1991, regarding the number of jets on “November” 
Taxiway. Enforcement of both of these violations would be viable alternatives to the 
Centerfield taxiway proposal. 


VI. The report fails to comment on the harmful effect toxic pollution has on the health 
of residents in certain sections of Winthrop and other as outlined in the Winthrop 
Health Study of 2000. Nor does it comment on the importance of the present 
Department of Health, Commonwealth of Massachusetts's health study regarding the 
health of residents of cities and towns within a five-mile radius of Logan Airport. 


VI. In dealing with the presidential order on Environmental Justice, the SDEIR/FEIR 
used old population figures to illustrate that there was no disportionate 
environmental harm to the poor and minority groups within communities adjacent to 
Logan Airport. In reality, the recent population figures demonstrate a marked 
increase in the number of poor and minority residents in these communities. 


Vill. The report ignores the fact that the airlines are shifting to the use of regional jets 
(RJ'S) over other aircraft. Many of these airlines either refuse to use or cannot use a 
short five thousand feet runway. Similar runways in Philadelphia and other airports 
are either not used by the Ru's or are under utilized. 


In conclusion, the Secretary of Environmental affairs must find the SDEIR/FEIR 
totally inadequate and send the message to Massport that it is not exempt from State 
and Federal laws and regulations. Massport must be a fair and reasonable neighbor. 
To find this report adequate, would perpetrate a grave and unjust penalty on the 
already beleaguer cities and towns surrounding Logan International Airport. 


Respectfully submitted, 


bb pple 


es 
President, Communities Against Runway Expansion 


cc: Senator Edward M. Kennedy 
Senator John F. Kerry 
Congressman Michael Capuano 
Mayor of Boston Thomas Menino 
Anastasia Lyman and Sandra Kunz, Co-Chairs, 
Community Advisory Committee to Massport (CAC) 
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Deloitte & Touche LLP Michael J. Joyce 

200 Berkeley Street Managing Partner 

Boston, Massachusetts 02116 New England Region | ette fd 78 
Tel: (617) 437-2700 | 


Fax: (617) 437-3492 
www.us.deloitte.com 


Deloitte 
& Touche 


April 26, 2001 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02114 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 Executive Park 

Burlington, Massachusetts 01803 


Dear Gentlemen: 


I am writing in strong support of the Supplemental Draft EIS and the Final EIR submitted by Massport. 
Massachusetts businesses lose more than $300 million annually as a result of congestion at Logan 
Airport. Massport’s proposed modernization project represents a sensible solution to alleviating delays, 
while simultaneously reducing noise and air pollution for neighboring communities. 


Logan Airport is one of the most densely packed, delay-prone airports in the country. In fact, Logan is 
the 6" most delayed airport in the nation and ranks 2" most delayed for arrivals. The addition of a new 
runway will significantly reduce wind-related delays, provide for a more equitable distribution of air 
traffic over the surrounding communities, while improving air quality by eliminating 500 — 700 tons per 
year of pollution. 


Our firm, Deloitte & Touche, is a major employer in the Boston business community with more than 
},000 personnel resident and working out of this location. Our people are required to travel extensively, 
both domestically as well as internationally, to serve our clients and attend firm meetings. Access to easy 
and reliable air travel is one of the most important factors we consider when deciding where to locate our 
people and Boston is at a significant competitive disadvantage based on this criteria. We also have a 
number of firm meetings and Boston is rarely considered, principally due to the participants’ resistance 
based on the negative experience of traveling in and out of Logan. 


I respectfully request your favorable consideration of Massport’s proposal. This project is in the best 
interests of aviation safety, the environment, the economy and, most importantly, our communities. 


Sincerely,.. 


Maal f 


Michael J. Joyc 


Deloitte 
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Durgan 


Travel Service 
Durgan Travel Service a 
Group and Individual Travel Specialists —— 
A Division of: The Durgan Group, Ltd. 125 Main Street 
Stoneham, Massachusetts 02180 
ane Telephone (781) 438-2224 
g 7 ee, FAX (781) 438-6772 
May 29, 2001 
John C. Silva 
Manager, Environmental Programs 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New Engiand Region 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 
RE: Environmental Document #EOEA 10458 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


As the owner and operator of a tour company in Massachusetts, we are pained by the impact our customers 
feel, not only at Logan Airport, but also around the country due to the massive delays that are taking place. 
Logan is the 6" most delayed airport in the country, and 2" most delayed for arrivals! We need the new 
runway 14/32 in order to ease some of this delay. 


| understand that with construction of runway 14/32, overall delays will be reduced by 1/3, and will cut 
delays of northwest winds by an even higher figure of about 90%. There is a public outcry about noise at 
Logan Airport, and after closer examination, it should be realized that with the construction of runway 14/32, 
the noise would be more equitably distributed to the various neighbors around the airport. By reducing 
delays, it will cut nighttime and late arrivals. There will also be subtle changes such as better local air 
quality due to aircrafts spending less time idling on the taxi ways, and circling overhead. Taxi delays will be 
reduced between 65 and 70%! 


The industry’s feeling is that Logan’s delays are caused by airfield deficiency, and not due to the airline 
scheduling too many flights. With regionalization, take offs and landings have decreased by almost 6% at 
Logan over the past 2 years. In spite of these fewer flights, delays have increased! 


Logan Airport is extremely important to the economy of Massachusetts, and the addition of runway 14/32 
will allow the airport to grow over the years, as it must. Please look favorably on the construction of runway 
14/32. 


Thank you for takingAhe time to read this during your busy schedule. 


ard F. Durgan, President 


RFD/bmc 


MAY 31 20" 
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DRC DYNAMICS 


RESEARCH 
CORPORATION 


60 FRONTAGE ROAD, ANDOVER, MASSACHUSETTS 01810 ‘TEL. 978/475-9090 


April 19, 2001 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Office Park 
Burlington, Massachusetts 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 
I strongly support the additional runway at Logan Airport. 


Many of our people are heavy travelers and frequently experience long delays from having 
to go through Logan. From my personal experience, Logan ranks right up there with Dallas/Fort 
Worth in the summer and O’Hare in the winter, when it comes to delays. 


Logan really needs major help, and an additional runway would be a first step in that 
direction. Our people push hard to use Manchester or Providence, when they can. Unfortunately 
80% or more of our travel requires going through Logan. Although all of us prefer bypassing 
Logan in favor of Manchester, Providence or Bedford, many times it’s just not practical. 


We have had this petitioning process for the additional runway at Logan under 
consideration by the Authorities for several years now. I urge you to decide in its favor by 
August of this year. 


Very truly yours, 


DYNAMICS RESEARCH CORPORATION 


John S. Anderegg, Jr. Z; : | . 


Chairman of the Board 


ISA/ 
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June 4, 2001 


Robert Durand , 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


Dear Secretary Durand, 


On Saturday, June 2, representatives from Families Against Increased Runways (FAIR) gathered mass 
signatures against Massport’s proposed Runway 14/32 outside Shaw’s Supermarket in East Boston. 

In four hours, over 400 concerned citizens and immigrants signed an English or Spanish letter (enclosed).. 
Residents of East Boston, Chelsea, Winthrop, Revere, Lynn, Jamaica Plain, Charlestown, Amesbury and Fall 
River, and residents as far west as Mansfield and Worcester gave an overwhelmingly positive response to 
our efforts. : 


One East Boston grandmother eager to sign a letter complained about her grandchildren’s asthma and 
husband’s respiratory problems as well as her own bout with lung cancer. Another angry resident talked 
about the oil scum that she repeatedly skims off the pool water in her backyard. However, a startling number 
of multi-ethnic people knew nothing about the rmway issue. One of FAIR’s members, an El Salvadoran 
immigrant, explained the issue to people in Spanish and Portuguese. Bilingual flyers also explaining the 

. Tunway proposal were passed out to parents. Our two translators could not keep up with the large number of 
_ people anxious to sign letters. When we ran out of translated copies, Spanish-speakers put their names on 
English letters until we ran out altogether. 


Here are a few disturbing observations: Some immigrants opposing the issue were hesitant to sign their 
name on paper, presumably for fear of getting into trouble. A few women with children, apparently illiterate, 
signed their names but then asked their husbands or children to write in their addresses. One woman was 
able to sign only her three initials. Yet these immigrants eagerly wanted to do their part in trying to stop 
airport expansion. 


A handful of people declined to sign. One man told me reluctantly, “'m sorry, I can’t. I work for the Port 
Authority.” One runway opponent, an airport employee, signed a letter somewhat hesitantly. Minutes later 
she returned to tear the letter apart. Inside Shaw’s, she met a member of the Air Line Pilot Association who 
threatened her by saying that she would lose her job if Massport found out! This example demonstrates the 
intimidation tactics that are employed by our adversaries. 


We obtained signatures against Runway 14/32 at the rate of approximately one every 30 seconds. It is quite 
clear that the vast majority of residents in East Boston and other communities are opposed to Massport’s 
expansion proposal. We ask that you listen to the voices of the people and oppose Runway 14/32. 

Sincerely, 


ii A 
> \ ars, 
Libby Arsenault 


Founder, FAIR 


5 Monmouth Street e East Boston, MA e 02128 617-568-2852 e _ eastbostonfair@yahoo.com 


Saturday, June 2, 2001 


Robert Durand 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


Dear Secretary Durand, 


The families of East Boston and surrounding communities ask you to STOP Runway 14/32. Massport's 
airport expansion proposal is a threat to the environment and health of adults and children in surrounding 
communities, particularly East Boston. 


Parents all have the same complaints: the noise, the smell, the pollution. Vehicular traffic going to and from 
Logan Airport is blocking our streets and spewing off carbon monoxide. Our children have difficulty doing 
their schoolwork because of airplane noise; infants and children have trouble sleeping at night. Asthma rates 
are on the rise, a fact that is well documented at the East Boston Neighborhood Health Center. According to 
the Winthrop Health Study, there is a direct correlation between respiratory disease and the location of people 
relative to Logan Airport. It is suspected that cardiovascular disease, stress-related illnesses and cancer 
are more prevalent in communities surrounding the airport. 


How could Massport’s proposed runway and centerfield taxiway possibly alleviate these existing problems? 
According to a recently published independent study on Massport/FAA’s Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
~ paid for by Massport at the request of the Community Advisory Committee — Runway 14/32 would increase 
airport capacity at Logan. Furthermore, passengers at Logan are expected to increase from 27.4 million in 
2000 to 37.5 million by 2015. This would mean even more noise and more pollution. The future health of 


our children lies in the balance. 


Runway 14/32 is not the answer to Logan’s delay problem; other alternatives would prove to be more 
effective. This is what the families of East Boston are asking for: 


1. A comprehensive health study on the effects of pollution on our community. 
2. Research and implementation of demand management techniques, such as peak-period-pricing. 
3. Research and implementation of regional transportation planning, such as high-speed rail. 


We ask that you seriously consider these alternatives. Please protect our right to breathe clean air, our right to 
live in peace and quiet. Please protect the environment! | 


“4 
Olas He Address: 


Copy: The Honorable Edward M. Kennedy 
The Honorable John F. Kerry 
John C. Silva, Manager, Environmental Programs, FAA New England Region 
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June 5, 2001 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office 

251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


I am writing in regards to the proposed construction of Runway 14/32 
at Logan International Airport and in reference to environmental 
document EOEA#10458. 


As a member of the Greater Boston Convention & Visitors Bureau, I 
am highly in favor of the new runway and removing Logan airport 
from the list as one of the top ten most delayed airports in the country. 


Runway 14/32 would be a true asset to Boston by reducing overall 
delays by one-third and cutting delays during northwest winds by 90%. 
Opening this new runway would also improve the local air quality by 
eliminating 500-700 tons of pollution per year, as aircraft spend less 
time idling on taxiways and circling overhead. 


Furthermore, Runway 14/32 would reduce noise in the neighborhoods 
surrounding Logan by equitably distributing flights and routing more 
than 75,000 flights per year over the Boston Harbor. 


In the long run, building Runway 14/32 would be in the best interest of 
the City of Boston and Logan International Airport. It is clearly the 
solution to endless delays, reduction of pollution in our environment, 
and constant noise to Logan Airport’s neighbors. 


Sincerely, 


Ce: Mr. John Silva 


-Senator.Edward Kennedy 
Senator John F. Kerry 


FIFTEEN BEACON 15 beacon street boston massachusetts 02108-2902 


telephone 617.670.1500 fax 617.670.2525 reservations 877-xvbeacon www.xvbeacon.com 


Member of Preferred Hotels® & Resorts Worldwide JU N @ ? yal ) 
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Belle Isle Marsh “ 


June 6,2001 


secretary of Environmental Affairs ~ BY HAND 
Attn: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 

251 Causeway ‘Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 

Airports Division, ANE~600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 01803 ( 


RE: LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENT PLANNING PROJECT 
Gentlemen: 


The Friends of Belle Isle Marsh, a community group dedicated 

to the preservation of the 250 plus acre saltmarsh (a designated 
Area of Critical Environmental Concern)in the communities of 
East Boston, Revere and Winthrop, reject the findings of 
Massport's Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
the Final Environmental Impact Report.:. We find these reports to 
be inadequate, their findings not supported, and their data 
unsound. 


These reports, like all of Massport's studies to support Runway 
14/32 and the centerfield taxiway, assume that there is no other 
alternative to construction of the runway that will accomplish 
its purported goals: reduction in delays and improved efficiency 
and reliability in all airside operations. . 


To address what we feel are the most glaring deficiencies of 
these reports, we point out the following: 


i. In our comments on the Draft EIS of February 1999, the 
Friends pointed out that the section on endangered and threatened 


P.O. Box 575 East Boston, MA 02128 


Page’ 2 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
John C. Silva 

June 6, 2001 


species did not adequately describe impacts to resource areas and 
did not present a serious mitigation plan. Section 6.5.5 of.this 
SDEIS/FEIR is similarly inadequate. It tis not clear whether the 

37 acres of Upland Sandpiper habitat which are to be eliminated 

are those which merely fall within the footprint of the paved areas. 
The real impact is the total area disturbed by construction, not 
just new or modified paving. What is the real number of acres of 
habitat lost? | 


Similarly, Massport's proposed mitigation for the loss of this 
habitat relies heavily on the commitment of the Massachusetts 
National Guard to support and maintain reestablishment of the Upland 
Sandpiper at Camp Edwards. It is not at all clear to us that the 
MA National Guard can, or will, undertake this task, which will take 
several years; or if the Sandpipers’ can EVER be encouraged to 
establish breeding at a new location. The only conclusion that 
we can draw is that this loss in, in effect, legally a "taking" 
under Chapter 131A. We urge that the proposed Centerfield Taxiway 
be eliminated from the plan. 


2. The impacts of increased noise and emissionson the health 
of humans, as well as plant and animals, is inadequately addressed. 
Rather than just summarizing historical data, Massport should be 
required to fund a full-scale health study of the effects of all of 
its operations on public health. By limiting the scope of its 
inquiry in these reports to questions with answers which do not 
sustain its rationle for Runway 14/32, Massport once again shows 
its arrogant disregard for its neighbors and its responsibilities 
as a public agency. Why has no public health study been undertaken 
of the effects of Logan's jet, truck and bus emissions on community. 
respiratory health and cancer rates? 


We urge the Commonwealth to meet its obligations to its severely 


impacted citizenry and require Massport to undertake such a study. 


truly yours, | 


et hitless 


ea Oe taeae 


Sty ith” Ke fing 


aiaage Regan, Fs (ha ene 
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EDMUND A. COCCO, L.I.A. North America: 1-800-821-2488 
Tel: 781-595-0262 
Fax: 781-592-7720 


President 


as Gl@balCare Insurance Services, Inc. 


A Cocco Group Company 
220 Broadway, Suite 201 
Lynnfield, Massachusetts 01940-2376 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street 
Boston, MA 02114 
May 24, 2001 
Re: Document HEOEA #10458 
Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


Please accept this letter as notice that I vehemently support the expansion of runway 
14/32. Our economy will be the benefactor in many ways, as well as safety concerns. 


I sincerely hope this project proceeds. Thank you for your indulgence. 
Sincerely, 


Edmund A. Cocco 


EAC/th 
cc: Federal Aviation Administration 


Website: www.globalcare-cocco.com 
Email: info@globalcare-cocco.com 


GREATER BOSTON CHAMBER 


ONE BEACON STREET, BOSTON, MA 02108-3114 Letter 85 


617.227.4500 FAX 617.227.7505 bostonchamber.com 


Greater Boston 


ar¢7/aalele 
April 26, 2001 The Hub of Business 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs John C. Silva 
Attention MEPA Office Manager, Environmental Programs 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley—EOEA No. 10458 Airports Division, ANE-600 
251 Causeway Street New England Region 
Boston, MA 02114 12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 01803 


For the record, my name is Paul Guzzi, testifying on behalf of the Greater Boston 
Chamber of Commerce. 


I am here to offer my unqualified support for a project of tremendous economic 
importance to this region. Logan Airport serves as a primary economic engine, not only 
for Greater Boston, but also for the entire New England region.. In fact, the region’s five 
leading industries—financial services, health care, high technology, education and 
consulting, and the visitor industry—all depend heavily upon Logan’s ability to deliver 
efficient services. Massport’s proposed Airside Improvements Project would help ensure 
that Logan becomes a world-class gateway to our world-class city and our 21° Century 
Economy. 


The region’s economic dependence upon Logan is very real and deeply felt within 
the business community. Every year, the Chamber administers a survey to determine the 
issues that are most important to our members. Each of the past two years, the Logan 
Modernization Project has ranked first in our survey. More than 67 percent of all 
members who responded to another Chamber survey ranked convenient and frequent air 
service as extremely important to their businesses. The problems associated with delays 
at Logan go beyond simple matters of inconvenience. There is a considerable loss of 
business associated with this congestion, hampering our economy’s ability to grow and 
create new jobs. 


The Chamber applauds Massport’s efforts to solve Logan’s delay problems 
through a regional solution. The Chamber supports Massport’s initiatives at Worcester 
Airport and Hanscom Field. We further commend Massport’s efforts to encourage the 
use of Manchester Airport in New Hampshire and T.F. Green Airport in Providence, 
Rhode Island. The Chamber also believes that high-speed rail should play a significant 
role in our region’s transportation plans. All of these projects are important to the overall 
solution. However, as the facts of Massport’s exhaustive report clearly indicate, a new 
runway at Logan still represents the best solution to immediately address the factors that 


MAY 0 1 2001 


make Logan the 6"" most delayed airport in the country and the second most delayed for 
arrivals. 

Thank you very much for the opportunity to testify today and, on behalf of the 
Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce, I emphatically urge your favorable consideration 
of Massport’s proposal. 


Sincerely, 


vg Guzzi “Fh 


President and CEO 
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160 Second Street 
Cambridge, MA 02142 
617.441.0958 
Gh greendarksusa.conm 


FAX 


TO: Secretary Bob Durand _ 
ATTN: MEPA Office 


EOEA # 10458 


FR: John T. O’Connor 


Cover, plus 4 


June 8, 2001 
160 Second Street 
Cambridge, MA 02142 
617.641.0958 


wind. groenworksus.com 


Bob Durand, Secretary . 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
25] Causeway Steet, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114 


‘Dear Secretary Durand: 


Just over two years ago, [ wrote to express concerns about the environmental and human 
impacts of Massport's proposed Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project (LAIP), and 
enclosed a report, prepared on behalf of Greenworks of Cambridge, called “Expanding 
Impacts.” 


- Having reviewed Massport’s subsequent responses to my comments, as well as the 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report 
(SDEIS/FEIR), I see no basis for finding that Massport has corrected the most telling 
technical deficiencies of its report, or--more broadly--for believing that the nurnerous public 
policy and social justice concerns associated with the new runway have been satisfactorily 
addressed. Thus, I urge you to find the FETR inadequate and its conclusions unfounded. 


I ask further that the evaluation made by your office take note of those Massport proposals 
which, while perhaps not formally part of the FEIR, have been invoked by the Authority in 
response to environmental concerns around expanded operations ar Logan, including 
specifically the “Air Quality Initiative for Boston Logan International Airport” (AQ]) of 
March 2001. Because gains supposedly associated with the LAIP are counted by Massport 
toward fulfillment of goals outlined in the AQI, and becanse Massport evidently undertook 
the initiative as a result of issues raised by your office in the course of the LAIP review 
process, J believe it is appropriate to make the existence of a truly comprehensive and 
credible air quality imitiative a key criterion. 


With respect to the FEIR itself, some major issues identified in the Greenworks report that 
continue to go unaddressed; ; 


Eiistonde or medwack messin: The Greenworks report pointed out that the DEIR 


analysis took no account of environmental impacts that would be associated with the 
higher level of operations we (and many others) belicve are actually made possible by 
the project. In its response to Greenworks, Massport simply restates its position that the. 
criticism is invalid because the proposal “would not increase capacity” but only address 
“deficiencies in the airfield geometry and operation.” I note that you have already 
expressed skepticism about this Massport claim, saying in your Certificare that you are 
“not convinced that the preferred alternative is purely a capacity neutral airfield 


enhancement, as stated by Massport.” Of course, Massport itself forecasts a 30 percent 
increase in flight operations over the next decade. 


Environmental justice, The Greenworks report argued that the DETR flouts the 
principles of environmental justice and, more specifically, failed to satisfy directives set 
out in President Clinton's Executive Order No, 12898. J note that in your Certificate, you 
spoke of broadly-construed principles and concern for cumulative impacts as informing 
your own views on this subject. By contrast, in its respons¢ to this Grecnworks comment, 
Massport adheres to the narrowest possible concept, and invokes a misleading 
comparison. 


‘Massport declares that the project impacts a population which is made up of only 21 
percent minority residents, versus the 38 percent minority makeup of Suffolk County. It 
fails to disclose that, in reality, Logan impacts residents of Suffolk, Norfolk, Plymouth, 
Essex, and Middlesex Counties. Compared to the minority population levels for all 
counties in the impact area, Logan impacts far more dramatically on a disproportionarely 
minority community than the draft admits. Moreover, | would restate here a point made 
elsewhere by others, that the demographic data relied upon by Massport in making these 
assertions is now more than ten years out of date. Widely publicized data from the 2000 
Decennial Census show dramatic increases jn the minority make-up of some of the most 
affected commumities, including for example East Boston 


Potential health effects, The Greenworks report faulted the DEIR for giving short shrift 
to the possibility of human health impacts on Logan Airport’s neighbors. In its response, 
Massport’s discussion of public health impacts is limited to gross morbidity and 
mortality data, as well as Massachusetts Department of Health cancer incidence data; the 
Authority states that causal relationships between Logan operations and these data can 
riot be found. The use of this type of aggregated data to gauge health impacts from Logan 
operations, however, is completely inappropriate and without scientific merit. Cancer 
incidence dara are by statute limited to aggregates for geographic zones no smaller than a 
federal census tact. Any Logan-based health impacts would be buried in the SooeRty of 
data and other health impacts in a census tract, 


There is however compelling and peer reviewed scientific evidence that health impacts 
are experienced by those expased to incessant noise, hydrocarbon fuel emissions, and 
toxic components of aircraft engine exhaust. Activities which increase human exposure 
to these pollutants necessarily increase health damages. This concept is the very basis of 
the science of toxicology. No actual individual health data, surveys, medical or chemical 
tests are cited by Massport, Rather, there is-only the blanket statement that “causal 
relationships cannot be determined at this time.” This dismissive approach is especially 
distressing in that study work undertaken in 1999 in Winthrop seems to raise significant 
cause for concern. 


Speaking more broadly now, the Greenworks report advocated a holistic approach to 


evaluating the environmental effects of proposed changes at Logan. 


] was pleased, therefore, by your Certificate’s stress on the need for Massport to provide 
information and processes addressing Logan’s cumulative environmental impacts on the. 
Commonwealth and its people, including, specifically, air quality issues. That directive 
helped cause Massport to produce the Environmental Status and Planning Report (ESPR) at 
the beginning of this year, and--in March 2001-- release an “Air Quality Initiative for Boston 
Logan International Airport ” (AQI). 


“ 


The heart of the AQI is clearly Massport’s contention that it has a plan in hand to create “an 
oZzone-precursor emissions reduction program that maintains net emissions at, or below, 
current (1999) levels.” This is to he accomplished primarily by offserimg expected growth in 
aircraft -related emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) with equivalent reductions ae 
both on-airport and offsite. 


Although I would argue that existing impacts may already be too high, the pledge--if 
fulfilled--would certainly be a step forward, Unfortunately, the AQI does not present a 
credible plan to do so. 


The key failings I find are; (a) the lack of a usable funding mechanism (without which the 
program is moot, whatever its paper merits); (b) overstatement of emissions reductions likely 
to be realized, including through reliance on illusory delay reductions due to the LAIP; and 
(c) exclusion from its anti-NOx program of steps addressing the direct cause of fully 85 
percent of the problem: aircraft operations themselves. More specifically: 


Nature of funding mechanism. Massport characterizes the AQI as a $15 million program. 
In the AQI report, Massport identifies new, higher fees on airport tenants/airlines as the 


plan’s funding mechanism. A critical element of the overall AQI program involves 
obtaining emissions credits from offsite sources. The AQI and supporting press materials 
released by Massport on April 7, 2001 specifically cite fees on airlines as the source of 
money to purchase these credits, Yet within one week of releasing its plan, Massport had 
conceded that the airlines were correct in saying that Massport may not use such fees for 
anything but on-airport activities, Massport now says that “details of the [AQI] funding 
have yet to be worked out,” 


Moreover, [ question whether Massport will—as a practical matter--succeed in imposing 
additional fees for even on-airport pollution control programs. Coverage in aviation trade 
journals suggests that the airlines are likely to fiercely resist any scheme that couples higher 
fees to anti-pollution initiatives of this kind, for fear that the concept, if successful, would 
be emulated elsewhere, 


; As noted, AQI finances appear to start on 
shaky legal and political grounds. From ee things seem only to get worse. Information 
presented in the AQI shows that both the amount of NOx credits needed to maintain 1999 
levels and the likely cost of obtaining such credits will increase sharply in the years ahead. 
Even Massport’s Low Range forecast for NOx credit prices estimates that prices triple by 
2015; the possibility of a six-fold increase exists at the upper end. Likewise, NOx 
reductions/credits of 706 tons per year are needed by 2015, as against 88 rpy this year. Itis 
difficult to see how fees on airlines (or any other obvious fonding source) can provide a 
parallel rate of growth. 


(LAIP), Massport fiance on the environmental gain sid to be seepeiated with the Logan 
Airside Improvements Planning Project (LAIP) for a sizable portion of all AQI emissions 
reductions to be realized through on-airport acuions: With respect to NOx, for example, 
Massport identifies LAIP as the 3rd largest on-airport source of reductions, generating 
savings of between 65 and 81 tons per year. These claims are, of course, heavily premised 
on Massport’s contention that construction of the new runway and related changes are 
“actions that reduce aircraft delay and increase overall airport efficiency.” Yer independent 
expert analysis makes a compelling case that Massport has substantially overstated the size 
and duration of delay reductions that can be reasonably expected, If the delay reductions 
prove illusory, then so too will the emissions reductions the AQI attributes to them. 


~ 


Lopact of regional iets. ee emissions will depend greatly on the mix of 
aircraft and operations actually present at the airport over the next 14 years, Elsewhere, the 


consultant report to the Community Advisory Committee (CAC) to Massport has found 
that the Authority substantially underestimates the likely presence of new generation 
regional jets as part of that mix. To the extent regional jets replace non-jet commuter 
aircraft more quickly than Massport projects, then the higher NOx emissions that are 
associated with jet operations must also grow more quickly. To the extent that regional jets 
choose not to, of are unable to, utilize runway 14/32 (also suggested by the CAC report), 
then predicted delay reductions will be lessened, which also has adverse consequences for 
emissions. 


NOxys, Noise, In its AQI analysis (as elsewhere), Massport repeatedly notes the existence 
of what ir terms a NOx-Noise/Other Pollutants “paradox.” New generation aircraft that are 
quieter and less polluting in some respects happen to use technology that produces greater 
amounts of NOx. Massport’s purpose appears to be that increased NOx emissions are 
understood as justified in return for reduced noise impacts. It is well to keep the relative 
role of this wade-off in perspective, however. The substantial majority of anticipated 
increase in NOx emtissions at Logan is nor related to any shift to quieter aircraft, Fully 
two-thirds of NOx growth comes about purely through “growth in operations,” according 
to the AQI. 


Tn ¢losing, a pomt made in my earlier letter, What's most egregious in Massport’s proposal 
and associated FEIR is not its many substantive deficiencies (although they are certainly 
numerous and telling), but how the whole project is so contrary to letter and spirit of the most 
fundamental environmental objective of all. That is, to seek wherever possible to reduce 
harmful impacts of our modern society on people and the environment frorn current levels 
thar are already too high, rather than merely managing (or purporting to manage) their trend 
ever upward. 


Raspectfully, 
F iain 


JOHN T. O’CONNOR 
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Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


This letter is being written in support of the building of Runway 14/32 at Logan Airport and to 
discourage the alternative of peak period pricing being enacted by Massportt. 


I have been the Executive Director of Helping Our Women since 1995. Our agency provides direct 
services to women with chronic, life threatening, and disabling conditions who reside in the towns of 
Eastham, Wellfleet, Truro, and Provincetown. From 1989 to 1995, I was employed at the Provincetown 
AIDS Support Group as a case manager and as the Housing Program director. I also served on the 
Provincetown Board of Selectmen for seven years from 1990 to 1997. 


Cape Air is a vital part of the outer Cape’s social service and health care network. Our geographic 
isolation and the great distance from Boston area medical facilities are a constant hardship on residents 
who must travel to Boston for medical treatments. Cape Air provides a service that allows residents to 
arrive in Boston early in the day and return home with a minimum of stress. For those individuals who 
are receiving chemOUerapy and other difficult treatments, this mode of transportation is the most 


efficient. 


The construction of a new runway will insure that small local carriers serving geographically isolated 
areas are not faced with any limitations on service that is necessary to the health and wellbeing of rural 


communities. 


Thank you. 


rene Rabinowitz 
Executive Director 


ec: Dan Wolf, Cape Air 
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association 
Karen M. Maddalena, Chairperson 
4 Lamson Street 
East Boston, MA 02128 
617 567-6446 


June 6, 2001 


John S Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


The Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association is opposed to the expansion project at Logan. The proposed 
new runway 14/32, the centerfield taxiway, and the lowering of the landing minimums would all cause 
more noise and pollution to our neighborhood and surrounding neighborhoods like ours in cities and towns 
in Easter Massachusetts. 


Community consultants for the Community Advisory Committee used the same data and statistics and 
research as the Massachusetts Port and F.A.A. cousultants and came to very different conclusions. They 
advocate demand management techniques as a means of addressing the delay and congestion problems at 
the airport. 


They believe and our association supports the idea that the proposed runway would only address a very 
small amount of delays for a short time. After a couple of years the delays would come back up and 
continue to increase with airport growth. 


This approach is in our opinion a very shortsighted one. It is in the words of our Mayor Thomas Menino a 
“Band-Aid” approach. 


The airport consultants data show that only on 10 days per year, approximately, do the Northwest winds 

get severe enough to cause the most drastic reduction in runway use. This is hardly a good reason to 
construct 

a runway and a taxiway that would increase the noise and airplanes three to four times as much on 

Runway 27 and Runway 33. . 


We also know that if in the short term some traffic is taken off the 2 longest runways, 4/22 in the long term 
the traffic on the runways will greatly increase with airport growth. Once again, the proposal is 
short sighted and does not answers for real solutions to the delay and congestion problem. 


The community consultants also made a strong point in agreeing with Jim Muldoon, the FAA consultant 
About the use of the new runway. His research shows that such a short runway would not be used by many 
of the carriers who use and would use the airport in the future. We also know that short runways 

at other airports were found not to be useful to many of the airlines and pilots. 


So, once again, the construction of a runway is not the answer in the long term, for the delay and 


congestion at Logan. 


Part of the soulution is to divert some of the 40% of the smaller planes that carry only 10 % of the 
Passengers at Logan to other airports. The general aviation planes could be better served at smaller 
Airports. This approach of determining how to have an integrated airport system is logical one. All of 
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We know that Portland Jetport wants to grow and have direct services to major destinations for the citizens 
of Maine. We know that Hanscom field wants smaller, general aviation planes. We know that 
Green and Manchester want to continue to grow and prosper. So, we say put all of these airport 
planes and goals on the table and put together as integrated airport system for New England. 


Then if all the railroad options were figured into the equation along with telephone confercing possibilities 
there would be a strong regional inter modal transpration system. A regional transportation 
planning process should be immediately instituted in the to work on such a plan. The professional 
planners, the government, officials and citizens from the region should be the planners. This 
model worked in the 1970’s when a highway plan was put into place in Massachusetts. A very 
effective mass transit piece was integrated into the highway system and was a good ground 
transportation plan at the time. Use that model in an expanded version to address the 
transportation needs of this era. 


We in Jeffries Point are very worried about the health impacts of the airport operations now and in the 
future. We know that emissions from planes and cars infect the air around us We know that 
these emissions contain dangerous elements that cause serious disease from respiratory illness to 
cancer. The airport proprietors have not been willing to do a health study, comprehensive in 
nature, to determine the health impacts of the present level of operations, or of the increased 
operations projected for the future. In our opinion this kind of health study is absolutely necessary 
before any thing else happens at the airport! 


In terms of Environmental Justice, we in the close in communities have had terrible impacts from noise, air 
and traffic pollution. In the communities under or near all of the flight tract, the noise and air 
pollution has been a tremendous burden and has been a serious quality of life issue for some time. 
In the spirit of justice the Port Authority and the FAA and the regulators and elected 
representatives must address the horrible, present impacts of noise and air pollution immediately 
and provide some relief. Our citizens and towns and neighborhoods were all here in place before 
the airport. 


In terms of the City of Boston itself, the new runway will have an adverse impact on the new South Boston 
development directly across the harbor. In addition to the current operations on Runway 27, 4L 
and 4R as well as runway 33 the noise and pollution will ruin the new neighborhood. And this 
project as big as is a very large economic boom for the City as a whole. 


The noise and pollution from the Runway 27 and Runway 33 are very bad today with no mitigation. The 
traffic from these runways flies over very densely populated neighborhoods, cities and towns. In 
new runway configuration for the future the airplane traffic tree to four times what it is now. This 
is a horrible situation! And it is unthinkable that right-minded people would think of doing this. 
Energy and planning should be directed to relieving the present impact and finding other ways to 
move the air traffic. 


The Centerfield Tax Way is an awful prospect as well. It will be like a giant parking lot full of lined up jets 
with motor on waiting to take off on near by runways. The November taxiway across from our 
beach already is a terrible impact on the Orient Heights neighborhood. And since the Port 
Authority removed the blast fence up there, our friends and neighbors tell us the traffic and 
operations near the their Bayswater neighborhood has gotten worse The centerfield taxiway will 
bring more planes and noise and air pollution to the East Boston and Winthrop neighborhoods! It 
must be stopped! It is only a capacity enhancer in our opinion. The community activists 
persuaded Mass Port to kill this taxi way some years ago. It was a bad idea then and is a bad idea 
now! 


So-our response is simple one to the proposed expansion project: 
1. Implement demand management systems and techniques 
2. Institute a comprehensive study 


3. Start an intermodal all new England regional transportation planning process 
4. Address and resolve the present impacts from noise and air pollution due to airport operations 


We look forward to your response. 


Karen M. Maddalena ~ 


Chairperson 
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June 5, 2001 


Mr. John C. Silva — EOEA No. 10458 
Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


On behalf of Le Meridien Boston, I am writing to express my support for Runway 14/32. This 
Runway is a critical to the city of Boston from both a tourism and business development 
perspective. 


Logan Airport is the 5" most delayed airport in the country and the second most delayed for 
arrivals. Logan is currently experiencing roughly 142,000 annual hours of delays — six times the 
FAA’s threshold for delay. Runway 14/32 will reduce overall delays by one-third, at last 
removing Logan off of the list of the Top Ten Most Delayed Airports. 


I recognize that residents who live near Logan Airport are extremely concerned about a potential 
rise in noise pollution should Runway 14/32 be completed. However, Runway 14/32 will 
actually reduce noise for Logan neighbors by more equitably distributing flights. It will also 
reduce nighttime flights by up to 15% because of reduced delays. Additionally, Runway 14/32 
will direct more than 75,000 flights a year over Boston Harbor instead of area neighborhoods, 
making over-water flights the primary operation at Logan. 


Runway 14/32 will also improve local air quality, as aircraft will spend less time idling on 
taxiways and circling overhead. With a new runway, 500-700 tons per year of pollution will be 
eliminated. 


The regionalization of air travel has decreased takeoffs and landings by almost 6% at Logan over 
the past two years. In spite of fewer flights, however, delays have increased, clearly 


demonstrating that Logan’s delays are caused by an airfield deficiency and not airline scheduling. 


I ask you to please take these facts into consideration when deliberating the viability of Runway 
14/32 at Logan Airport. 


Cordially, 


Serge Denis : 
Managing Director 
Le Meridien Boston 


BOS TON. 
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Travel Companion of Air France 
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2345 Commonwealth Avenue 
Newton, MA 02466 


Boston Marriott Hotel Newton 
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David R. Giblin 
June 4, 2001 General Manager 


617/969-1000 
617/527-6914 Fax 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


I am writing to you as a concerned business leader regarding EOEA# 10458, zeal 
i.e. runway 14/32 at Logan International Airport. P a r : 


Many of the business people, visitors, and convention attendees who visit 
Boston are very frustrated by delays at Logan Airport. In fact it becomes a 
major issue in attracting groups to bolster our local economy. We must work 
quickly to alleviate congestion, noise, and improve air quality. This project 
makes sense for all those affected. I trust you will work diligently for its 
approval. 


Thank you for you consideration of these views as they are reflective of the 
many people who rely on an efficient air system for their jobs. 


Sincerely, 


David R. Giblin | 
General Manager ' iy 


/ecm 
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ys 
Massachusetts Audubon Society 


208 South Great Road 
Lincoln, Massachusetts 01773 
(781) 259-9500 


June 6, 2001 


Bob Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Arthur Pugsley, EOEA #10458 

251i Causeway St., Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114 


ORITY 
USETTS PORT ATT MENT 


MASSACHUSETTS. POTD VEL 


AVIATION P 


Attention: MEPA Unit 


Re: Logan Airside Improvements, Boston and Winthrop 


Dear Secretary Durand: © 


‘On behalf of the Massachusetts Audubon Society, I submit the following comments on 
the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement/F inal Environmental unpact Report 
(SDEIS/FEIR) for the above-referenced project. 


The Massachusetts Audubon Society’s comments focus on two aspects of this project: 
general transportation planning issues and proposed rare species impact mitigation. 


Transportation Planning 


As noted in previous comments, Massachusetts Audubon continues to have concerns 
regarding Massport’s proposal to go forward with the proposed new runway, centerfield taxiway, 
- and other airside improvement projects at Logan in the absence of a coherent, integrated, and 
comprehensive regional transportation plan. Although the SDEIS/FEIR provides much more 
context than previous documents regarding the role of Logan in the regional transportation 
system, it nevertheless is premature to proceed with these projects at Logan. The New England 
Airports System Study is just getting underway, and its scope is limited to aviation, not 
encompassing all transportation modes. The SDEIS/FEIR presents no evidence that the 
commonwealth has a unified planning process in place to develop a comprehensive intermodal 
transportation plan. Interagency cooperation and coordination with neighboring states will be 
necessary to develop such a comprehensive plan. Although there is some indication that officials 
in various agencies and at high levels within the region’s state governments are discussing shared 
transportation planning i issues, there is no defined planning process in place that will ensure 
adequate public input. 


Transportation infrastructure improvements such as those proposed at Logan have huge 
implications for land use and environmental quality. These decisions should not be based on 
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independent environmental reviews for specific alternative projects. It is unfair to play one 
community or section of the state off against others. The current review process fosters 
divisiveness and does not contribute toward productive pursuit of the optimum solutions that are 
in the best interest of the public as a whole. As an example, the North South Rail Link is 
acknowledged to provide a very large benefit to Logan in terms of diversion of passengers, yet 
this project is stalled due to “lack of funding.” The reality is that funding goes to the projects that 
have political support. If the transportation system were studied as a whole, in an open and fair 
public review and planning process, then decisions could be made based on what options actually 
provide the greatest transportation benefits at the least environmental and fiscal costs. 


We urge that the Logan airside improvement projects not be allowed to proceed in the 
absence of a comprehensive intermodal transportation plan developed through a process that fully 
engages all segments of the interested public. 


Rare Species 


Habitat of rare grassland birds, notably the state-endangered upland sandpiper, would be 
destroyed by the proposed central taxiway. Remaining habitat will be fragmented and disrupted 
by the proposed construction and activity, including idling of aircraft on the centerfield taxiway. 
Since upland sandpipers require large contiguous areas of grassland habitat, the overall effect of 
the project, including fragmentation effects, is larger than the 37 acres of grassland habitat 
directly impacted. 


Due to physical limitations and concerns regarding hazards of bird/aircraft collisions, the 
opportunities for replacing upland sandpiper habitat at Logan Airport are limited. Adequate 
mitigation can not be provided on site. The SDEIS/FEIR proposes that Massport fund a grassland 
habitat restoration project at the cantonment area of Camp Edwards on the Massachusetts 
Military Reservation on Cape Cod. It should be noted that it is unlikely that the individual birds 
that presently nest at Logan would spontaneously move their nesting location to the cantonment 
area on Cape Cod, even if the mitigation work were completed in advance of the construction 
work at Logan. Adult birds retain high fidelity to a nesting site, and it is likely that birds that 
presently nest at Logan will return there rather than moving to Cape Cod. Juvenile birds hatched 
at Logan might find the newly created area on the Cape and nest there as adults, but this is purely 
speculative as there is little information on dispersal of young upland sandpipers to new nesting 
sites. Nevertheless, upland sandpipers may well colonize the restoration area at Camp Edwards if 
the appropriate habitat is re-created there. The main factor would be adequacy of habitat both in 
~ terms of structural characteristics and size (minimum of 200 acres). 


The SDEIS/FEIR mentions that Massport would need to have an agreement with the 
Massachusetts National Guard to ensure that funds set aside by Massport did indeed lead to the 
promised mitigation being undertaken. This agreement should be in place before the MEPA 
process for Logan improvements can be considered complete, since without such an agreement 
there is no assurance that Massport will be able to undertake mitigation on land it does not own or 
control. Furthermore, the SDEIS/FEIR states that if this arrangement with Camp Edwards does 
not work out, other mitigation options will be developed. In the absence of binding agreements 
ensuring that Camp Edwards is a feasible mitigation site, Massport should be required to present 
the actual alternative mitigation plans rather than leave that up to some future planning effort. 


Grassland mitigation work should be required to be undertaken prior to start of 
construction at Logan. The replacement nesting habitat should be available to upland sandpipers 
without any loss of habitat area for a breeding season. 
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The off-site mitigation is limited to commitments to initial clearing of the site and 
possibly one additional year of further management. Massport should be required to fund a 
mitigation program that establishes grassland habitat at the mitigation site for a longer period of 
time, at least 10 years. There should be a firm, long-term commitment fromthe landowner at the 
off-site mitigation area for permanent maintenance of the mitigation habitat, and Massport should 
contribute whatever is necessary to ensure that this occurs. . 


The rare species aspects of the MEPA review process for this project should not be 
certified as complete until the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and-Endangered Species Program 
determines that an adequate mitigation plan has been developed and that sufficient controls and 
commitments are in place to ensure that the mitigation will be carried out as promised. 


Conclusion 


The Massachusetts Audubon Society continues to oppose expansion of Logan Airport, or 
indeed other specific airports in Massachusetts, in the absence of a comprehensive, regional, 
intermodal transportation plan developed with broad public input. In the event this project is 
allowed to go forward, adequate mitigation commitments, acceptable to the Massachusetts 
Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program must be in place and their implementation 
assured, 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
Sincerely, 
E. Heidi Roddis 


Senior Policy Specialist 


ce: John Silva, FAA 
Betty Desrosiers, MassPort 
MNHESP 
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MASSACHUSETTS 
HIGH TECHNOLOGY 
COUNCIL 


Dedicated To Growth ... Committed To Action 
June 4, 2001 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Office Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


Since the Massachusetts High Technology Council first announced its public support for the 
Massachusetts Port Authority’s proposed delay-reduction runway (14/32) in March 1999, the need for 
its immediate approval by the FAA has intensified. Today—as preventable delays mount and the 
negative impact on our Massachusetts and New England economies increases—this runway is an 
essential component of a comprehensive national solution to the delay and congestion crisis 
threatening the nation’s air transportation system. 


This week, the public comment period on the latest EIS report filed jointly by Massport and the FAA 
will come to an end. We hope it will result in a final decision of record by the FAA in support of the 
new runway by August of 2001. : 


Previously, I have testified on behalf of the Mass. High Technology Council membership in support of 
this project at FAA hearings held on April 7, 1999 and on April 25, 2001. During the current comment 
period, you have received individual letters of support for 14/32 from dozens of high tech companies 
employing more than 100,000 people in Massachusetts. 


Just as in January 2001, we are again on the threshold of concluding a very long and exhaustive 
environmental review process in which all voices have been heard and each and every issue identified 
by opponents has been successfully answered. 


The Massachusetts High Technology Council looks forward to working with you to deliver this long 
awaited and long-overdue infrastructure improvement to Logan International Airport. Please feel free 
to contact me directly if you need any more information during your final decision-making process. 


Christopher R. Anderson 
President 


ae 
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MASSACHUSETTS 


LODGING ASSOCIATION 


David Gibbons 

President 

Mass Lodging Association 
7 Liberty Square, Suite 200 
Boston, MA 02109 


Mr. John Silva 

Environmental Programs, Dept. of Transportation 
Federal Aviation, New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park, Box 510 
Burlington, MA 01803 


February 26, 2001 


Dear Mr. Silva, 
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As President of the Massachusetts Lodging Association, | applaud the efforts of Governor 
Paul Cellucci and Lieutenant Govemor Jane Swift in their support for a new runway at Logan 
Airport. The construction of Runway 14/32 is an essential step that must be taken to address our 


State’s ever-growing transportation needs with confidence. 


The proposed runway will positively affect all industries and result in a stronger 
Massachusetts economy. in the year 2000, The Greater Boston Convention & Visitors Bureau 
estimates a visitor increase of 8.4%, or 12.9 million domestic and international visitors, with an 
economic impact of almost $7 billion for the Greater Boston region. In fact, tourism to the Boston 
region has been steadily increasing over the past several years, with a 3.3% increase in 1999, a 
4% increase in 1998, and a 5% increase in 1997. These statistics verify the timeliness and 
importance of Runway 14/32. The completion of this project is a vital link to the future progress 


and success of our state’s travel and tourism industry. 


Currently, Logan is the sixth most delayed airport in the country, though Logan ranks 12"" 
nationally in terms of total operations. According to the FAA, Logan is the second worst airport in 


the country for arrival delays, ranking only behind Atlanta and San Francisco. 


Representing the MLA members, | ask you to lend your Support to the construction of 
Runway 14/32, in hopes for a more efficiently run airport with higher standards, and to preserve 


the future economic growth of our state. 


Sincen 


David Gibbons 


Federation Member 
American 


ia Hotel & Motel 
Association 


7 LIBERTY SQUARE, BOSTON, MA 02109 PHONE 617.720.1776 


FAX 617.720.1305 
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Nantucket Island Chamber of Commerce 
48 Main Street - Nantucket, Massachusetts 02554-3595 . 508-228-1700 . FAX: 508-325-4925 


April 30, 2001 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airport Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva, 


lam writing to you, on behalf of the Nantucket Island Chamber of Commerce and our 640 
member businesses, in reference to the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project. 


_ I cannot emphasize enough how increased landing fees, through peak period pricing, would 
™ cause great detriment to Nantucket’s economy and hardship for our citizens. 


_ Nantucket has one airline, Cape Air, that provides year-round transportation to Logan. Our 
businesses, town officials, charitable organizations and healthcare providers use this service on 
a daily basis. These are the groups that would bear the burden, in the form of dramatic 
increases in airfares, in order for airlines to continue the level of service to which we are 
entitled. 


Nantucket’s economy is based on tourism. We encourage our visitors, both domestic and 
international, to utilize air transportation as opposed to contributing to the vehicle traffic 
congestion in Boston and Cape Cod. The viability of our economy would be put at risk if 
visitors become discouraged by the high cost or unavailability of flights to the island. 


The risk of losing service entirely is very real. The likelihood that an increase in fares that 
would be affordable to customers and covers the huge increase in the cost of operation is 
doubtful, and airlines could be forced to make the business decision to suspend service 
altogether. 


urge Massport officials to consider Nantucket’s unique circumstances, and find a way to fully 
exempt us from any peak period pricing, if this is the course of action chosen. 


Sincerely, specie aot eee s st a 
Tracy Bakalar’. a ee ee 
Executive Director 


TO PRESERVE NANTUCKET, ITS TRADITIONS, AND ITS PROSPERIT¥E AY Q 2 2901 


Letter 95 


The National Association for the Advancement of Colored People, Boston Branch 
The first Chartered Branch of the NAACP « Established in 1911 


May 2, 2001 3 & eee 


Honorable Robert A. Durand 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs ; . 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs \ 
251 Causeway Street ‘ 
Boston MA 02114 . aan 


Attention: Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA #10458 errr 
RE: NAACP Boston Branch # 2045 comments on the Final Environmental Impact Report {EIR} 
Dear Secretary Durand: 


The NAACP Boston Branch respectfully objects to the building of Runway 14/32 by Massport 
and the Federal Aviation Administration, {FAA}. We strongly recommend and urge that the 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs reject the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement {EIS} and final Environmental Impact Report {EIR} submitted to your office for the 
following reasons. 


This document has failed to exhaust the compelling environmental issues that impact the 
communities of the South End, Roxbury, Dorchester and Mattapan, not to mention the 
Metropolitan Boston area. The facts and forecasts cited in support of this new runway, already 
proposed in the 1970’s, are at best disputable and disingenuous. 


The Building of runway 14/32 will lead to the increased use of runway 27 which will have a 
serious environmental and health impact on the communities in the South-End, Roxbury, 
Dorchester and Mattapan as well as other communities that abut these areas. The Current turbojet 
departure flight paths off this ranway are already exacting a terrible toll on our communities. 
These flight paths are discriminatory in their design and their impact on surrounding populations 
has only been glossed over in the supplemental Draft and Final Environmental Impact Report. 
An INDEPENDENT full-scale assessment of the consequences of adding an additional runway 
must be undertaken to dispel the perception of a conflict of interest that already exists with 
Massport and the FAA submitting this EIR. . 


The varying passenger growth projections presented by Massport and the Federal Aviation 
Administration are unreliable. There needs to be an evaluation by an independent body, free of 
the perception of an inherent conflict of interest. The request for impartial, independent 
assessments and evaluations is essential to the creditability of this process. 


My concems are only heightened by current reports relating to a similar runway that was recently 
built at Philadelphia Airport. Philadelphia’s runway is the same length as runway 14/32 and the 
arguments used to have this runway built then, are similar to those being used now by Massport 
and the FAA to justify building runway 14/32 at Logan Airport in Boston. The reports state that 
the Philadelphia runway has not alleviated the delays as envisioned by airport authorities. The 
evidence appears to suggest that jet air craft operators are reluctant to use a five thousand foot 
runway for Regional Jets take offs. The pilots feel that the runway is too short for safe take offs. 
Lessons must be learned from Philadelphia. ss 
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Finally, true regional airports in New England have to be allowed to offer services in all segments 
of the aviation markets. In particular, Manchester, N.H. and T. F. Green in Providence 
{Warwick}, RI., should be encouraged to develop service to faraway destinations, domestic and 
abroad. The days of service from Providence, Rhode Island to Paris France and Manchester, New 
Hampshire to Milan, Italy must be hastened. 


I thank you for this opportunity to respoiid to a very important issue which has significant 
environmental and health consequences to the communities in the South End, Roxbury, 
Dorchester, Mattapan and other abutting communities as a result of the increase traffic and the 
size of the new aircraft that will be flying over these communities. One cannot ignore a recent 
study conducted by the City of Boston Public Health Commission reporting that these 
Communities of Roxbury, Dorchester and Mattapan have documented significant increases in 
respiratory ailments affecting the elderly, young adults and children who live in the Minority 
communities. | 


It is for all of the above reasons that the NAACP Boston Branch sincerely recommends and 
strongly urges that you deny the permit to build runway 14/32 at Boston’s Logan Airport. The 
residents of the South End, Roxbury, Dorchester, Mattapan as well as Boston’s metropolitan area 
deserve a better quality of life than that which is being purposed by Massport and the FAA. 


ca) 


Leonard C. Alkins 
President 


Ce: Y, Acting Governor Jane Swift 
US Senator Edward M. Kennedy 
US Senator John F. Kerry 
Congressman John. Joseph Moakley 
Congressman Edward J. Markey 
Congressman Barney Frank 
Congressman William D.Delahunt 
Congressman Michael E. Capuano 
Senate President Thomas F. Birmingham 
Speaker Thomas M.Finneran 
Members of the Massachusetts Legislative Black Caucus 
Mayor Thomas M. Menino 
Members of the Boston City Council 
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NATIONAL TRUST 


for HISTORIC PRESERVATION 


April 25, 2001 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
_ Attention MEPA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley -- EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street 
Boston, MA 02114 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
Federal Aviation Administration 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
Boston, Massachusetts 


Gentlemen: 


On behalf of the National Trust for Historic Preservation, I am offering this 
testimony with respect to the proposed runway improvement project at Logan 
Airport. The National Trust for Historic Preservation is a private nonprofit 
organization chartered by Congress in 1949 to promote public participation in the 
preservation of our nation's heritage, and to further the historic preservation policy 
of the United States. With the support of its members, the National Trust works to 
protect significant historic sites and to advocate historic preservation asa 
fundamental value in programs and policies at all levels of government. 


The National Trust has worked for several years to protect historic neighborhoods 

from the noise impacts resulting from airport expansions, including neighborhoods 
in Louisville, Kentucky, and Dallas-Fort Worth, Texas. The FAA has a rigid policy 
of refusing to acknowledge noise impacts outside a projected 65 LDN noise contour; 
we note that this is a weighted average, which does not reflect the very real impact 
of the series of extremely loud single event noise levels resulting from take-offs and 


landings. 
Protecting the Irreplaceable 
(it) 
NORTHEAST OFFICE NORTHEAST FIELD OFFICE NATIONAL OFFICE 
- SEVEN FANEUIL HALL MARKETPLACE 6401 GERMANTOWN AVENUE. 1785 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE, NW 
Boston, MA 02109 PHILADELPHIA, PA 19144 WASHINGTON, DC 20036 
617.523.0885 * FAX: 617.523.1199 215.848.8033 * FAX: 215.848.5997 WWW .NATIONALTRUST.ORG 
NERO@NTHP.ORG E-MAIL: ADRIAN_FINE@NTHP.ORG 


Serving: CT, ME, MA, NH, NY, RI & VT Serving: DE, NJ & PA 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
Mr. John C. Silva 
April 25, 2001 

Page 2 


Although high noise levels rarely affect the structural or physical integrity of 
historic properties, they can have an indirect adverse impact on historic 
neighborhoods and commercial districts by changing the choices that people make in 
response to the intrusion of high noise levels. By converting these areas into 
unpleasant places to live and work, the imposition of high noise levels can deter 
pedestrian use of main street commercial areas, destabilize ownership patterns, and 
lead to disinvestment, deterioration, and adverse changes in use. In general, high 
noise levels erode the quality of life and are inconsistent with the concept of livable 
communities that we promote. 


We would also urge you to evaluate this project within the larger agenda of 
promoting a rational regional transportation policy that would reduce the adverse 
effects of transportation needs throughout the historic northeast region. The 
development of the new high-speed train system (Acela) promotes such a policy; the 
expansion of an already over-burdened airport most decidedly would not. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment orally on this matter. If appropriate, we 
may submit additional written comments by the May 7/May 11 deadlines. 


Very truly yours, 
lu deg idk 


Wendy Nicholas 
Northeast Regional Director 


S wwe 
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NOA FTI 


Neighborhood of Affordable Housing 


22 Paris Street, East Boston, MA. 02128 (61 7) 569-0059 Fax 569-2007 


June 4, 2001 


Gentlepeople, 


NOAH is a community development organization with a membership whose main focus is 
creating and maintaining affordable housing in East Boston. Our membership is 650 people. 
Some of our programs serve the North End, Charlestown and Allston-Brighton. We do this by 
rehabilitating old properties and offering them for sale at affordable rates. We also sponsor 
rental housing and loans for people to refinance for rehab or purchase. Another department does 
environmental work including action around Chelsea Creek clean-up and rebuilding public 
schoolyards. The NOAH board is elected by the community. 


The Board of Directors of NOAH voted unanimously to oppose the expansion project at Logan. 
After much discussion about the runway, the centerfield taxiway and the lowering of the landing 
minimums, the director felt strongly that the impacts from the proposed expansion would have a 
devastating impact on many communities. 


The NOAH Board is concerned about the three- to fourfold increase in traffic on runways 27 and 
33. The flight tracks from these two runways are directly over densely populated neighborhoods. 
The increase in air pollution is of great concern to us as well. Many children suffer from asthma, 
and many people have serious respiratory problems. Other serious illnesses could be caused by 
the emissions from airplanes too. The proposed expansion plan would increase the traffic and 
the emissions from these cars, trucks, taxicabs and limos. This is a dangerous impact especially 
for the close-in neighborhoods. 


The negative impacts of the existing airport operations must be addressed and mitigated by the 
Port Authority and the F.A.A. The noise is very bad during the day and worse at night. The 
pollution makes it difficult to breathe because of the fumes and the odor. The airport traffic 
coming through the neighborhood makes it dangerous for our children and our elders. In 
addition, the insurance rates for our cars are very high because of the high rate of traffic. 


The NOAH Board supports other solutions to the airport problems. The Board felt strongly that 
at least one other alternative should have been developed and supported by the proponents of the 
project. The alternative should include: 
1) A comprehensive health study to evaluate present airport impacts and predict future 
health impacts of projected airport growth and operations. 
2) Acomprehensive, all New-England, intermodal transportation planning process 
. composed of transportation professionals, government officials and citizens. All the 
rail options in place, in the planning stages and those still in the idea stage should be 
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NOAH is an East Boston Community Development Corporation 


included in the process. In addition, tele-conferencing options need to be included for 
evaluation. | 

3) Demand management techniques including peak period pricing should be 
implemented by the proponents to address the delay/congestion issue... 


In addition, the NOAH Board members feel strongly about the issue of environmental justice. 
For too long the awful negative effects of airport operations have impacted people near the 
airport and under and beside the flight tracks. In justice, these impacts must not continue or 
increase. All of the negative impacts must be reduced or eliminated by the project proponents. 
This means less operations, less noise, less traffic, and much less pollution. A truly regional 
approach to transportation planning involving all the New England airports, all the rail options 
and electronic conferencing possibilities would address the problems in a positive manner. As 
Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. said, “Injustice anywhere is a threat to justice everywhere”. 


It is our hope and prayer that the federal and state decision makers will hear the fears and 


concerns of all the people in the cities and towns impacted by the airport operations, and we hope 


and pray that these regulators stop the proposed expansion project and implement the alternative 
described in this letter. 


Sincerely, 


Maa CH, lle 


Mary Ellen Welch 
NOAH Board President 
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3 Baldwin Green Common, Suite 204, Woburn, MA 01801 

Phone 781.933.3499, 781.272.0207 Fax 781.933.1071 
“a info@northsuburbanchamber.com 

www. northsuburbanchamber.com 


NORTH SUBURBAN 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


June 6, 2001 


John Silva, Manager 
Environmental Programs 
Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Box 510 

Burlington, MA 01803 


RE: Support for Runway 14/32 
Dear Mr. Silva 


On behalf of the business community in the North Suburban Chamber of Commerce, we would 
like to register our strong support for the development of Runway 14/32 at Logan Airport. 


New England is a very expensive place to do business. With high structural costs, businesses 
face many obstacles in their quest for economic growth. In addition, our transportation 
infrastructure suffers from serious and costly delays, especially at Logan Airport. 

A major improvement to Logan such as Runway 14/32 will help ease the air traffic delays that 
hamper our economic growth in the region and cost us millions of dollars annually in lost 
productivity. 


We applaud the FAA for its continued efforts to decrease the air traffic delays at Logan Airport 
and offer our Chamber as a resource and supporter of your efforts to build Runway 14/32. 


Please cal] me at 781-933-3499 if we can be of further assistance. 
ea ae: 


A tyne. hue Cf 


im James A. McCurdy 
President and CEO 


Since 1951, serving the Route 128 Corridor and the communities of Bedford, Billerica, Burlington, Carlisle, Concord, 
Lexington, Lincaln, North nisaaing, Reading, Stoneham, Wakefield, Wilmington, and Woburn. 


Orient Heights Neighborhood Council Letter 99 


972 Bennington Street 
East Boston, MA 02128 


June 3, 2001 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


These comments are respectfully submitted concerning EOEA No. 10458, the Logan Airside 
Improvements Planning Project SDEIS/FEIR. 


This project proposes to expand the airside facilities of Logan Airport with two additions to the 
airport, runway 14/32 and a centerfield taxiway, and modifications to the existing instrument 
landing system by lowering the present minimums on runways 22L, 15R, and 27. This 
organization is opposed to all of these proposals because in the aggregate and individually they 
would increase the airside capacity of Logan Airport when the airport presently contributes 
intolerable levels of noise and toxic emissions to all of East Boston including the Orients Heights 


community. 
Runway 14/32 


Because the proposed runway 14/32 would be the direct cause of tripling takeoffs on runway 
33L and landings on runway 15R, whose environmental impacts on Orient Heights are 
significant at current operational levels, we are absolutely opposed to any plan which would 
increase these flights. 


Lowered Instrument Landing System Minimums 


The proposed lowering of the ILS minimums would allow the additional use of runways 22L, 
15R, and 27 during bad weather and foggy conditions. While we oppose all three changes to the 
existing system because they would allow more bad weather flights over densely populated 
residenial neighborhoods we are particularly opposed to the proposed runway 22L change 
since it would directly impact the Orient Heights community. Approaches to runway 22L pass 
directly over Orient Heights at extremely low altitude and are a major if not primary 
component of the airport’s cumulative environmental impacts, noise and air pollution, on our 
community. 


We are particularly concerned that the increased runway 22L flights would occur during 
marginal weather conditions. While the noise impacts from runway 22L approaches are 
intolerable enough under clear weather conditions the psychological apprehensiveness from 
increasing but invisible jet noise emanating from fog is a very real factor that contributes to the 
degradation of our quality of life. 


We are deeply concerned that these proposals to lower the ILS minimums are direct violations 
of existing agency agreements not to lower these minimums. Both Massport and the FAA are 
signatories to these agreements and the ILS proposals are another example of these agencies 
dealing in bad faith with the public. 


Centerfield Taxiway 


We strongly oppose the proposed centerfield taxiway which would increase noise and pollution 
levels for Orient Heights, especially the Bayswater Street neighborhood which is one of the 
closest residential neighborhoods to active Logan runways and taxiways. The centerfield 
taxiway would increase the number of aircraft in close proximity to this neighborhood which 
would aggrevate existing severely high noise and air pollution levels. Not only would this 
significantly worsen the environment for the Orients Heights residential neighborhoods but 
also that of Constitution Beach, East Boston’s only beach whose value as a public recreational 
facility would be measureably undermined by the increased noise and air pollution levels 


associated with the centerfield taxiway. 


Parenthetically the proponents of this Logan expansion project, Massport and the FAA, as well 
as the Secretary of Environmental Affairs need to be reminded that the primary factor in East 
Boston's extremely low inventory of public recreational facilities has been the taking of much of 
our open space and parks such as Wood Island Park, part of Frederick Law Olmsted’s original 
green necklace for Boston, for airport expansion. It is unconscionable that a further degradation 


of one of the few remaining such spaces is now being proposed for the same purpose. 


It is clear that Massport has not changed it’s disregard for the importance of our recreational 
resources and neighborhood quality of life, as exemplified by the agency’s cavalier treatment of 
these two aspects of our community during the recent blast fence removal controversy. 
Massport decided to remove the blast fence which for a quarter of a century provided 
measurable noise and pollution relief while ignoring community mitigation requests to 
construct off-center replacement noise barriers similar to those at New York’s LaGuardia 
Airport. Such replacement fences would not only retain the noise and pollution benefits of the 
original blast fence but would enhance the Constitution Beach environment as well. 
Furthermore Massport failed to consider the community request to lengthen the displaced 
threshold on runway 22R as a mitigation measure to assure that the blast fence removal would 


not lead to runway 22R landings by larger aircraft than at present, including jets. 


We are opposed to the centerfield taxiway because of it’s potential for increased runway 
incursion accidents at Logan Airport due to it’s design which would cross two active runways, 
15L/33R and 15R/33L, at their approximate mid-points. This is a real concern due to the 


increasing number of such incidents at all major airports such as Logan. 


We are also strongly opposed to the centerfield taxiway because there are alternatives to 


reducing congestion, noise and pollution on November taxiway: 


¢ The enforcement by Massport of it’s own noise abatement ground procedures as 
codified in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 740 CMR, specifically 24.05.(5), which 


regulates the flow of taxiing aircraft onto November taxiway. 


¢ The enforcement by the FAA of it’s own Boston Control Tower noise abatement order 
of May 1, 1991 which limits the number of turbojets on November Taxiway to five 
beyond runway 15L. 
<3. 


Both of these policies, if enforced by Massport and the FAA, would significantly reduce existing 
noise and pollution on November taxiway and therefore must be considered as an alternative to 


the destructive centerfield taxiway. 
Adequacy of SDEIS/FEIR Document 
We find the Logan SDEIS/FEIR document to be egregiously inadequate in many critical areas: 


* It fails to describe documented community concerns about all three proposals; runway 
14/32, the centerfield taxiway and the reduced ILS minimums. 

¢ It fails to disclose the existing Massport/FAA agreement not to lower the ILS 
minimums. 

° It fails to disclose the 740 CMR regulations and the May 1, 1991 FAA control tower 
policy referenced herein. 

¢ It fails to adequately consider alternatives such as peak-hour pricing, an operations 
slot system similar to the one in place at LaGuardia Airport and a lengthened runway 
22R displaced threshold. 

¢ It completely fails to measure and describe the health effects — respiratory, 
cardiovascular and cancer incidences — of Logan’s operations on Orient Heights, all of 
East Boston and the other communities affected by Logan. 

¢ It fails to consider alternatives to the centerfield taxiway such as improved terminal 
gatehold procedures which would significantly reduce the number of aircraft idling on 
November taxiway. This is a particularly onerous omission in light of the increased 
number of aircraft gate positions which will be added to the airport as a result of the 
new Terminal A and FIS projects, both of which include more gate capacity that 
would support expanded gatehold capability. 

¢ Perhaps the most critical inadequacy of the document is it’s total failure to include the 


airside data in the Comments of the Massport Logan Community Advisory Committee 
(CAC) — Report of the Consultants to the CAC document, cover page attached. This 


Massport-funded document is replete with airside data that contradicts the data in the 
SDEIS/FEIR in many critical areas. For example the CAC report demonstrates that, 
based on recent field observations, the number of regional jets actually using Logan is 
higher by an order of magnitude than the forecast number in the SDEIS/FEIR. This 
discrepancy is important because a large proportion of the regional jet fleet will not 
utilize a 5,000 ft. runway, as demonstrated by actual practice at other airports. 

-4- 


In summary the Orient Heights Neighborhood Council requests that the Logan SDEIS/FEIR be 
rejected and that Massport and the FAA initiate a new process to develop improved demand- 
management programs to accommodate Logan operations, to identify the health impacts of 
Logan Airport on it’s neighboring communities and develop meaningful programs to reduce 
those impacts. 


Sincerely, 


4 
: ¢ 


Alice Christopher 


Chairperson 


Air Transport Committee 


: attachment 


ce: elected officials 
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Provincetown 
Museum — 


PO, Box 1125 
Provincetown, 
_ Massachusetts 
02657-1125 
phone : 
(508) 487-1310 

fax 
(608) 487-4702 


‘operated by the 
Cape Cod 
Pilgrim Memorial 
Association _ 
established 1892 


Letter 100 


May 2, 2001 


- Mr. John C. Silva — 
_ Manager, Environmental Programs ~ 


Airport Divisions, ANE-600 


< New England Region _ 
PuEeOn, MA 01803 


| Bee Mr, ‘Silva, 


On behalf of ihe staff and Board of Tnistées of the Cape Cod | 


Pilgrim. Memorial Association, the Cape’s oldest non-profit 


organization, I am writing to officially speak against a 


consideration on the part of Massport to implement peak 
. period pricing at Logan International Airport. Peak period 


pricing would cause serious negative impacts on the tourism. 


industries in Provincetown and other Cape & Island 
. communities. To limit year-round transportation to these 


areas to driving options only will only serve to worsen traffic 
in an already overburdened area during peak seasons 
eepedany: 


For example, increasing numbers of tourists have found that 
Cape Air is a convenient, lovely way to travel to 
Provincetown, and these tourists spend an average of $523 
per visit for airfare. If peak period pricing goes into effect at_ 
Logan, our community alone stands to lose $2 million 
annually. That is simply unconscionable when you consider 
that there would be little delay-reduction benefit from 
eliminating Cape Air’s flights due to the operating 


| efficiencies it aeaere due to its smaller aircraft. 


It niakes ri more sense, in my opinion, ‘to ener: 


efforts toward areal solution, such ¢ as the uni- -directional 


MAY 07 anny 


runway for non-jet aircraft, which I understand Massport is 
also considering. 


Please do not entertain something that could have a ruinous 
ripple effect on tourism, jobs and traffic. Cape Air and its 
staff are incredible, and they deserve to be able to continue to 
serve this and other Cape communities in the stellar way 
that have in the past. 


néck Tusles 


is ° v3 
Executive Director 


CC: Candice Collins-Boden, 
Provincetown Chamber of Commerce 


Michelle Haynes, 
Cape Air 
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Letter 101 


ehoe, Barbara (ENV 


From: Ralph E. Abboit [rabbott@plxs.com] 


Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2001 3:18 PM a ; UN 5 9ar3 
To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) eat 20} 
Subject: Runway 14/32 


Ref: EOEA # 10458 
Please support runway additions and expansion at Logan! 


I am president of a consulting company that serves clients in the electric power industry 
worldwide. We are not a large company. : 


We cannot bill clients for the time we waist trying to get into or out of Boston. It comes 
out of our pockets. The costs of delays and disruption at Logan Airport are so 
discouraging. We try to use the airports at Manchester, Providence or Worcester whenever 
we can. But very often there are no practical options. 


We have clients who do not want to visit us because of the hassle of going in and out of 
Boston. They prefer to do business with similar firms, our competitors, near Dulles, San 
Jose or Cleveland that are easier to get in and out of. They would-be clients are 
frightened not only Logan Airport, but the confusing trek to the western suburbs of 
Boston. You know how confusing that is compared with other modern cities. 


The limited Shuttle America service out of Hanscom is great, as far as it goes. We hope it 
and other Hanscom services expand. Keep the free parking. It is an important "draw." Same 
*hing for Worcester. Not too many years ago parking was free at Worcester. If not free, 

ep the price very low. That has a powerful effect on attracting people to airports other 
chan Logan. 


Years ago LAX began actually buying up abutting residential properties. That may not be a 
practical option for Boston, but the vibrancy of the Estern Massachusetts area absolutely 
depends upon expanding Logan to make its operations more efficient. , 


ALL these things are needed. But prominent among them is runway expansion at Logan. That 
is vital! 

Ralph E. Abbott, President 

Plexus Research, Inc. 

629 Massachusetts Avenue 

Boxborough, MA 01719-1528 

Tel: 978-263-6080 

Pax: 976-263-101) 

Web: http://world.std.com/~plxs/ 


Letter 102 


May 22, 2001 


Arthur Pugsley 

MEPA, 251 Causeway Street 
Boston, MA 02114 

re: EOEA 10458 


Dear Mr. Pugsley and Secretary Durand, 


We are writing to express our opposition to Massport’s plan to build Runway 14/32, the 
centerfield taxiway, and to change procedures for landing during bad weather. As adult 
educators committed to empowering people to make healthy choices for themselves, 
issues of air and noise pollution are of major concern to us. 


We feel that Massport’s document does not adequately represent the impact of its 
proposals on the health of greater Boston residents. Boston is known to have high rates 
of asthma. We are appalled to hear that Massachusetts’ sixth largest polluter will 
conceivably be allowed to expand. There are currently no proposals offered to minimize 
the effects on area residents beyond a couple hundred homes which will get some noise 
insulation. Where is the plan to use deleaded fuel, to cut the airplanes’ idle time, to 
decrease the number of planes which disturb the sleep of residents across the greater 
Boston area? On the contrary, Massport’s claim is that a new runway and taxiway will 
help. We fail to see how planning to accommodate 10 million more passengers per year 
over the next ten years will have a positive or neutral effect on air quality. A long 
promised study on air pollution and health risks in neighborhoods surrounding the airport 
has yet to be undertaken. Massport promised this study years ago. 


We feel that urban residents are shouldering more than their share of negative effects 
from an airport which serves many thousands of residents from beyond Rt 128. Many 
residents of East Boston and Chelsea are new to this country. They are learning English, 
working two or more jobs, and are just getting by in this city with its high cost of living. 
There is little energy left to fight the cancer and respiratory illnesses of the future when 
immediate survival is a concern. This is why we label this project environmental 
injustice. As the highest officeholders in the Massachusetts Environmental Protection 
Agency, we hope that you will choose at this crucial juncture to uphold MEPA’s mission: 
to protect the environment. 


Sincerel y; 


Eh vn teachev aes | 
~ SA Rdled 51, Boson, MWe Oaya — 


Ce: John C. Silva, Manager, Environmental Programs, Senators Kerry and Kennedy 


> 
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Letter 103 


2 April 2001 


Mr. John Silva 

Manager, Capital Programs 
Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Box 510 

Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


The economy of Massachusetts is vitally important to all of us who live here. Thus we need to maintain and 
improve our connections with the rest of the world, in order that trade be maximized. These vital needs depend 
on efficient transportation with minimum time- and money-wasting delays. Efficiency adds to the time we can 
spend before customers for Massachusetts’ goods and services! 


Thus, we need to pursue whatever means we have at hand to improve and streamline Logan’s operations and 
access to Logan. A new runway will help a lot! 


Thank you for your consideration of these vital issues. 
Siric 


i 


J.B. Barger 
(Founder & long-term CEO of Dynatech Corp., now Acterna Corp.) 


8 Henshaw Street, Suite A 
Woburn, MA 01801-4624 

Tel: 781-935-1367 

Fax: 781-935-5652 

Website: http://www.reboxx.com 
Email: jpb@reboxx.com 


APR 10 2001 


Letter 104 


ROUGHAN'S POINT ASSOCIATION, INC. 
13 PIER VIEW AVENUE 
REVERE, MA O2151 


Freedoms Foundation of America 
George Washington Honor Medal 
for Programs and Activities 1989 


May 3, 2001 
via Certified Mail Return Receipt Requested 7000 tuUTtd 001% BVeAy eStg 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
ATTN: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley- EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Subject: Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
Boston/Winthrop 
Comments: Final EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS 


Dear Sirs: 


Please accept this letter containing comments concerning the Executive Summary 
of the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Supplemental Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) for the Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project (“Project”’) 
and include these comments, and your responses to these comments, in the Project 
Docket. This letter is submitted not later than the due dates for comments, namely May 
7, 2001, regarding the Supplemental Draft EIS, and May 11, 2001, regarding the Final 
EIR, respectively, as specified in your memo dated March 15, 2001, which served as 
cover to transmit the Executive Summary concerning this subject as above. 


These comments are submitted on behalf of the Roughan’s Point Association, a 
neighborhood group representing residents within the Beachmont section of Revere, 
Massachusetts. As President of the Roughan’s Point Association, I speak on behalf of 
our members whom I have come to know through the more than fifty (50) years that I 
have resided within the Roughan’s Point neighborhood. 


Our neighborhood is within the path of substantial airborne flight traffic 
associated with Logan International Airport, and therefore, impacted by current and 
proposed activities associated with Logan International Airport. On this basis, we have 
standing as stakeholders regarding the proposed Project. 


Our comments are enumerated as follows: 


Comment #1: Page ES-16 
Table ES-2 


When comparing the noise aspects of the Preferred Alternative versus the No 
Action Alternative it seems that the Preferred Alternative is good for a few people but 
bad for a lot of people. There will be a few winners but a lot of losers. What is the worst 
aspect of such an arrangement is that there will be very many losers (people newly 
exposed to noise in range 60 to 65 db) that will not be eligible for funding via the sound 
insulation program. 


Comment #2: Pages ES-19 and ES-21 
Figures ES-8 and ES-9 


It would be easier to interpret the comparison of the Preferred Alternative versus 
the No Action Alternative for noise impacts if the figures identify zones where the 
Preferred Alternative will have lowered noise levels (winners) and zones where the 
Preferred Alternative will have increased noise levels (losers) when compared to the No 
Action Alternative. See the enclosed figure as an example. Also, such depictions should 
emphasize the influence of the seasonal variations (especially summertime when greater 
outdoor activity occurs), day of the week (especially weekends), time of day (especially 
mornings, dinnertime, and evening/bedtime), in addition to annual perspective. Such 
depictions should be presented as a family of maps of winner and loser zones. 


Comment #3: Unanswered Question 


Regarding noise exposures under the Preferred Alternative versus the No Action 
Alternative, the issue of duration of noise exposure has not been addressed. In addition to 
the discussions regarding the magnitude of the level of noise measured in decibels, it is 
important to also discuss the duration noise exposure in terms of minutes per year at 
various levels of decibels. There will be some winners (exposed to noise for fewer 
minutes per year) and some losers (exposed to noise for a greater number of minutes per 
year). These aspects should be mapped with a family of maps concerning seasonal 
variations. 


Comment #4: Land Use 
Page ES-25 
Table ES-3 


The document does not discuss other conceivable uses of the land if runway 14/32 
is not constructed. Will that land be valuable for other uses in near future or in out-years? 


Comment #5: Water Quality 
Page ES-25 
Table ES-3 


The comments regarding additional discharges are expressed in terms of 
“concentrations” but should also be discussed in terms of “mass loading rates” such as 
overall total pounds per day of pollutant. 


Comment #6: Question 
Page ES-27 


The document indicates response to noise will be addressed by funding a sound 
insulation program for residences newly included in the Preferred Alternative’s 65db 
DNL contour for the “Near Term 29M Low Fleet” scenario. Why won’t the 37.5 M High 
Fleet contour people also receive funding? 


Comment #7: 


We feel that any decision to pursue construction at Logan International Airport in 
the near future would be premature. We feel there are solutions to the problem that can 
be achieved without construction, namely, Peak Period Pricing schemes, encouragement 
of diversion of air traffic to other regional airfields, and encouragement of use of 
alternative modes of transportation (especially the recently established high-speed train 
known as Acela). We would prefer that these and other non-construction activities be 
vigorously pursued instead of the proposed Project. 


We hope these comments receive their proper consideration. 


Respectfully Submitted, 


Presidefit, Roughan’s Point Association 
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ROXBURY AIRPLANE POLLUTION COMMITTEE 


June 05, 2001 


Final EIR 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office | | 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street — ee ene ee 
Boston, MA 02114 mT 


Dear Sir, 


After having thoroughly reviewed the Final Environmental Impact Report submitted by Massport and 
the Federal Aviation Administration in support of the erection of runway 14/32 at Logan Airport, I 
respectfully urge you to reject the conclusions of this report because of its many flaws, each fatal to 

— its ee 


st, the Final EIR fails to fully present ihe severe impact that this new runway will have on Boston 
residents living under the departure flight tracks of ranway 27. The current turbojet departure _ 
procedure from runway 27 already imposes an extraordinary and unfair burden on the neighborhoods 
of Roxbury, Mattapan and Dorchester. Runway 14/32 will make a bad situation terribly worse. 


Second, the forecasts cited in support of the need for runway 14/32 are unreliable and do not take into 
account current developments affecting air travel growth patterns in New England. 


For example, the number of passengers expected to come through Logan Airport, under the growth 
scenarii of the preferred alternative, is not indicative of real-life trends marked by a rapid passenger 
traffic growth at regional airports. As per the high-growth segments of the air service markets, namely 
medium and long-haul flights, it does not appear that these forecasts envision Manchester and 
Providence airports as meaningful options in meeting that demand. 


Another crucial example of these real-life occurrences casting a serious doubt on the oft-repeated 
need for runway 14/32 is the conversion of the turboprop fleets to regional jets. The fast rate at which 
this conversion is happening appears unanticipated by the Final EIR. Since it seems likely that 
regional jets will not use this 5000-ft runway, considered too short by the operators of this new class 
of aircraft, runway 14/32, if given the green light, may become obsolete even before completion. 
Unless the unspoken assumption here is that, once built, the runway could be lengthened to 

. commodate the prevalent fleet mix. There is no assurance in the Final EIR against such an 
undertaking in the future. 


Third, the flight paths off of the proposed runway are not fully discussed. The general suggestion that 


aircrafts using this runway will take off "over the water" is insufficient. The intended flight paths 
should have been, and still need to be, fully charted in the "Final EIR". 


Fourth, the quality of life of Boston residents deserves more than the cursory treatment afforded in the 
document submitted. In a city where some sections already suffer from alarming health afflictions, 
any project with potentially grave environmental hazards must be required to present and offer 
comprehensive mitigation measures, absent in the current document. The Sandpiper is not the only 
being whose life will be severely disrupted by runway 14/32. 


Dear Sir, Logan Airport has reached capacity thanks in part to the disproportionate share of short-haul 
flights it handles every day. However, resuscitating a 30-year proposal is not a recipe for a visionary. 
and progressive 21st century airport management. Boston and its residents can not, and should no | 
longer, be made to bear alone the full brunt of the nuisances associated with air travel and airport 
operations. This historic city has a lot more to offer its visitors and inhabitants than a landing strip in 
the midst of its neighborhoods. Like other world-class cities, it must be served by a network of full- 
service airports, in addition to other modes of transportation. 


Runway 14/32, proposed in the 1970's, is not a 21st century airport management tool. At best, it is a 
backward-looking and unreasonable attempt to foster capacity in an area es natural limits to air. 
traffic expansion. 


ie respectfully and strongly, urge you to oppose this old-new proposal. It was wisely rejected before; it 
should be this time again. 


Sincerely, | | | | 
Dovi Abbey | Beverly -Smi 


CAC Roxbury Representative CAC Roxbury Alternate Representative . 
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Letter 106 


Royal Sonesta Hotel Boston (Cambridge) 


May 26, 2001 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 

Airport Division, ANE-600, New England Region 
12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 01803 


RE: EOEA #10458 

Dear Mr. Silva, 

As a member of the Greater Boston Convention & Visitors Bureau and in 
my capacity as general manager of a business that depends upon people 
traveling to Boston, I am writing to voice my support for the construction 
of Runway 14/32 at Logan International Airport. 

Contrary to other’s opinions, I believe that the runway will decrease 
delays at Logan and make our efforts to market the Boston area more 
effective. 


Thank you for your consideration of this important matter. 


Sincerely, 


i John D. Murtha CHA 


Vice President & General Manager 


cc: Patrick Moscaritolo, President and CEO 
Greater Boston Convention & Visitors Bureau 


5 Cambridge Parkway 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 021 42-1299 
Telephone (617) 491-3600 


FAX (617) 661-5956 WAY 30 : “ 


o 


XxX 


aip Letter 107 


Saunders Hotel Group 


Jeffrey G. Saunders, CHA ‘Telephone (617) 421-4920 

President & CEO Facsimile (617) 421-4978 
Z E-mail jsaunders@l hotel. 

John C. Silva, Manager, June 1, 2001 Pee ay yeu 


Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


RE: Environmental Document No. EOEA #10458 
Dear Mr. Silva: 


As third generation hoteliers in the City of Boston, tourism is important to us. However, as 
the recipients of The President’s Environmental and Conservation Challenge Gold Medal, 
The Travel Industry Association of America’s Excellence in Environmental Tourism, Green 
Globe’s only “Award of Distinction” in the U.S.A. and on and on, you can see that the 
environment is as important to us as any of the Commonwealth’s corporate constituencies. 


We believe that the proposed Runway 14/32 at Logan Airport is beneficial to both the 
environment and tourism and thus, we fully support the construction of this runway. 


1. Reduction of overall delays at Logan Airport by one-third. 

2. Reduction of noise by more equitable distribution of flights. 

3. Will direct more than 75,000 flights a year over water instead of area neighborhoods. 

4. Improvement in Air Quality (Up to 700 tons of pollution per year will be eliminated) due 
to aircraft idling less on taxiways and/or circling overhead. 

5. Due to regionalization, takeoffs and landings have decreased by 6% at Logan yet delays 
have increased, clearly demonstrating that Logan’s delays are caused by an airfield 
deficiency and not airline scheduling. 


For all of the above reasons and so much more, we support the construction of Runway 
14/32 at Logan International Airport. Thank you for your consideration. 


Cc: The Honorable Senator Edward M. Kennedy 
The Honorable Senator John F. Kerry 
Patrick Moscaritolo, President, GVCVB ey 


710 Boylston Street at Copley Place, Boston, Massachusetts 02116-2699 


Copley Square Hotel « The Lenox « Comfort Inn & Suites — Boston/Airport 
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Seaport Alliance for a Neighborhoed Design {SAND} 


@ and 


June 6, 2001 via facsimile and hardcopy 


Seeretary Robert 8. Durand 25 

Att: MEPA Office LOLA #10458 (Massport/Logan Runway 14/32) 
251 Causeway Sr, : 

Boston. MA‘O2] I4 


Dear Secretary Durand: ” 


Our position on Massport EIS/EIR #10458 has not changed since we filed comments | 
with your office on April 22, 1999, 


We are opposed to the construction of Runway 14/32 and other elements of Massport’s 
proposal. Not only do we feel the tripling of fhghts off or Runway 27 us 4 result of this 
project will have detrimental impaets on areca neighborhoods including Boston's yet-to- 
he realized neighborhood on the South Boston waterfront, but we are disappointed thar 
neither Massport nor its supporters in the business commumily engaged in a truthful 
dialog regarding consequences and impacts. No actual calculations of negative impacts 
on neighborhoods have been assessed or provided with the impact assessment. 


Turthermore, Massport and its allics have. engaged.in deceptive advertising. They 
pubheized the following points to gain support: 


1) Delay Reduction 
2) Over the-harhor, no land-hased impacts 
3) Reonomic necessity 


None of these points are truthful. 1) The Runway will not decrease delays for more than 5 
years after build (when Logan again reaches capacity). 2) The project has land impacts 
associated with the taxiway and increased departures off existing rufways as a result of 
14/32, and 3), as earlier mentioned, no negative Unpacts to neiphborhoods have been 
assessed, only positive economic value has been factored. 


Massport and the business community simply have not cngaged im an honest debate. 
Should the project be approved, we will be | lnoking very closely at the statements 
regarding impacts in this EIS/EIR. 


ards, 1, | : 
Ropards > 


Steve Te ee 

Seaport Alliance for a Neighborhood Design (SAND) 
www boslonscaport.com 

21 Wormwood Street Unit 215 

Boston, MA 022 [0 

617 338-2222 : 


ce:file/wehsite 
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AT THE WORLD TRADE CENTER BOSTON 


June 6, 2001 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley Mr. John C. Silva 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs Manager, Environmental Programs 
’ MEPA Office Airports Division, ANE-600 

251 Causeway Street New England Region 

Boston, MA 02214 12 New England Executive Park 


Burlington, MA 01803 
Re: EOEA#10458 (a combination Final EIR for MA and a Supplemental Draft EIS for FAA 
To Whom It May Concern: 


I would like to add my support for construction of Runway 14/32 at Boston’s Logan International 
Airport. Some of the key points I would like to make are that this construction will help the noise 
problem that the neighborhood’s closet to Logan experience on a daily basis. It will cut the 
nighttime noise down by 15% due to the delays that this airport has. Over 75,000 flights a year 
will be diverted to over the water instead of the neighborhoods. This is a considerable safety 
factor. 


Our air quality will improve as the aircraft spend less time idling on the taxi ways and circling 
overhead, especially when the northwest winds blow. Due to regionalization, takeoffs and 
landing have decreased by around 6%. In spite of this, the delays have increased, clearly 
demonstrating that the delays at Logan are caused by an airfield deficiency not scheduling. The 
new runway will help Logan Airport and the hospitality field by keeping our visitors and 
passengers happy to arrive on time and making their safety our number one priority. Cutting 
back on the number of flights circling and unable to land should be a priority for any airport. 


Sincerely yours, 


Sally M. Géaney 
General Manger 


cc! U.S. Senator Edward M. Kennedy 
U.S. Senator John F. Kerry 


~ Paul Moscaritolo, President and CEO 
Greater Boston Visitors and Convention Center es 


SEAPORT HOTEL AT THE WORLD TRADE CENTER BOSTON . ONE SEAPORT LANE . BOSTON, MA ono Q 7 Mal A 
TEL: 1.617.385.4000 . Fax: 617.385.5090 . WEBSITE: www.wtcb.com 
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Sheraton Poinander 
T 


HOTEL 
CAMBRIDGE 
May 30, 2001 


Mr. John Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airport Division ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, Ma 01803 


Re: EOEA #10458 Supplemental Draft EIS 
Dear Mr. Silva: 


I support construction of Runway 14/32 at Logan Airport to reduce delays and 
make Logan a more efficient airport. 


You know the statistics — Logan being the fifth most ace airport in the 
country, the 2"! most delayed for arrivals etc, etc. The enormous hours of delay on the 
ground and in the air contribute to poorer air quality and pollution. 


The construction of Runway 14/32 will reduce overall delays, reduce noise for 
Logan’s closest neighbors, reduce the number of nighttime flights and direct more flights 
over Boston Harbor. 


Construction of 14/32 is a win win solution for the airlines and Logan’s 
immediate neighbors. 


Again, I reiterate the importance of construction of Runway 14/32. 


Sincerely, 


Stun Ws drocetar 
Edward N. Guleserian 
President and Managing Director 


or 


Eng/acm 


Ce: Mr. Patrick Moscaritolo, President & CEO 
Greater Boston Convention & Visitors Bureau 


16 GARDEN STREET, CAMBRIDGE, MA 02138-3609 PHONE: (617) 574-4800 FAX: (617) 234-1302 


THE SHERATON COMMANDER HOTEL iS OWNED BY COMMANDER REALITY ASSOC AND OPERATED BY COMMANDER PROPEATIES, INC. UNDER A LICENSE ISSUED BY SHERATION INNS ING 


Letter 111 


Founden 1892 


MASSACHUSETTS CHAPTER 


June 6, 200] 


Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - 

EOEA No. 10458 

25] Causeway Street 

Boston, Massdchusetts 02114 


Secretary of sta dice Affairs 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Divislon, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 0/1803 


transmitted vid email: barbara.kehoe@state.ma.us and via fax: 617-626-1181 


STERRA, CLUB COMMENTS ON SDEJS/FEIR, EQEA # 10458: 
LOGAN AJRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


On behalf of the Sierra Club and our 25,000 members of the Massachusetts 
Chapter we submit the following comments on EOEA #104581. We urge that the 
document bé found inadequate and that the project be rejected in its entirety. 


The basic premise of this document is to address operational delays. None of the 
three major prdposals: the construction of Runway 14/32; the centerfield taxiway; or the 
lowering of tha minimum will solve this problem. To proceed with the proposed actions 
while not acknowledging this fact is irresponsible and will serve only to make a bad 
situation woreda. The airline industry must begin to change the very way in which they do 
business. 


BACKGROUND | 

Airport expansion, both airside (airplane traffic) and landside (vehicular traffic), 
threatens our n&tural environment and surrounding communities. The resulting high noise 
levels, pollution and traffic congestion cause numerous environmental, social, and health 
related problenjs, including loss of open space and wetlands areas, and despoiled natural 
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recreation areak. Expanded air traffic also erodes property values, which, in turn, 
adversely impact the maintenance of schools and other community infrastructures. 


In ordet to maximize the utility of our existing air, highway, and rail transportation 
systems in suth a way that we have captured every possible efficiency in each system — 
and made every effort to minimize additional environmental degradation, the Sierra Club is 
reconmmendingithe following action: 


A MORATORIUM ON ALL AIRPORT EXPANSION UNTIL THE FOLLOWING 
PROGRAMS AND/OR PROJECTS ARE IMPLEMENTED: 


HEALTH STUDY; 

A majot heallth study is conducted to accurately measure the health risks to 
communities dlrectlly impacted by their close proximity to existing or planned airports; as 
well as to cortuounities contained within the catchment areas of such facilities, resulting 
from any furthér expansion of air or groundside facilities at all regional airports contained 
within the FAA's Eastern and New England Regions. 


The issue oflpublic health impacts from airport operations is beginning to emerge 
as one of the single most important issues nationwide. To proceed with the proposed 
projects at Lagan Alirport without completing such a study should be considered 
irresponsible behavior. 


AIRSIDE DEMAND STUDY: 

The FAA niust conduct a single comprehensive "Airside Demand Study" that 
encompasses all airports within the FAA's Eastern Region combined with the FAA's 
New England hans The goal of this study will be to maximize the efficiency of these 
combined existing airside systems contained within these two regions before the 
expansion of any aifports in these regions. Such a study must identify once and for all, 
precisely where airport growth and expansion is required, if anywhere. The purpose of 
this study will be to force the aixline industry to maximize the efficiency of existing 
airside systems contained within these two regions before it demands the expansion of 
existing airpord facilities or operations. 


CONSTRUCTION OF THE NORTH SOUTH RAIL LINK PROJECT: 

The cosstruttion of the Rail Link extends the benefits of Amtrak's successful 
high-speed Northeakt corridor (NEC) to Maine, New Hampshire and Vermont. 
Construction of the NSRL and the extension of the NEC rail system through Boston will 
immediately and substantially reduce travel demands on our congested airport and 
highway systéihs, and is critical to the ongoing viability and improvement of the entire 
New England sail system. This project is the one transportation project that will 
transform. the way we travel throughout the entire region, and not just within the Boston 
metropolitan aie Rail travel can significantly reduce demand at Logan and regional 
airports for all bassenger trips under 400 miles. 
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DOT STUDY: 

Finally. the U. S. Department of Transportation (DOT) must conduct an 
integrated study of all highway and rail systems contained within the FAA's Eastern and 
New England Regions with the objective of reducing demand for short distance air trips 
under 400 miles. This study will assume the North/South Rail Link has been completed. 


PUBLIC PROCESS: 

A public pracess must be a part of both the FAA and the DOT studies. A 
Citizen's Advisory Committee (CAC) from both FAA Regions will be involved in both 
the scoping and the evaluation of both studies and will receive FAA funds in order to 
retain independent consultants for the work of the CAC. 


CO I RE ND 


We note specifically for the administrative record that the proposal calls for the 
relocation and |habitat alteration of state-listed endangered species Upland Sandpiper. It 
is the Sierra Club's view the program described and mitigation efforts outlined are among 
the most spedulative and unscientifically based claims we have ever reviewed. The 
proponents must prove, not merely claim, the project will not adversely impact this 
species. We believe this is not possible under the constraints at Logan, and the result of 
the woefully inadequate mitigation program outlined would clearly result in the unlawful 
taking of a state-listed species. For this reason alone the project should be denied and the 
FEIR/SDEIS found to be inadequate. 


Locatipn is tthe major limiting factor on Logan expansion. It is surrounded on three 
sides by waten and densely populated communities and relies on tunnels for connections 
to Boston antl elsewhere. The report addresses only the airside demand, which in reality 
cannot be separated from the landside impacts as well. Logan needs an operation and 
passenger caplas well as a boundary limitation, more than it needs new runways and 
taxiways. WuUile itis understood this may require congressional or other approvals, these 
management options should be properly reviewed prior to expanding operations or 
facilities at Liowan. 


Withbtt the construction of the North/South Rail Link and upgrading of the 
existing rail system throughout the northeast, and without an FAA airside demand 
analysis there is no way to determine with any accuracy what, if any, additional airport 
expansion isimeeded. Until all these objectives have been reached, the Sierra Club asks 
you to stand firmly against any further airport expansion within the region and therefore 
respectfully r¢quegt the FEIR/SDEIS to be determined "inadequate". 


Director, Massachusetts Sierra Club 
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South Shore 
Chamber of 
Commerce 


The Chamber and you... 


TESTIMONY OF TERRY N. FANCHER, GENERAL MANAGER 
SOUTH SHORE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
IN SUPPORT OF RUNWAY 14/32 
APRIL 25, 2001 


Thank you for allowing me this opportunity to voice my, and my chamber’s 
support for Runway 14/32. My name is Terry Fancher and | am the General 
Manager for the 2,500 member South Shore Chamber of Commerce. 

We support this runway for a number of reasons, three of which are 
paramount. First; Runway 14/32 will address wind related flight delays. We 
have found that flight delays at Logan are a major concern for out of state 
companies thinking of re-locating in Massachusetts. Also, delays at Logan 
create severe logistical issues for Massachusetts companies hosting clients, 
potential partners, and their own executives from around the globe. While not 
increasing per day flights, the building of Runway. 1432 will result in a 65% 
reduction in taxiing delays. This is a powerful selling tool to be used for those 
companies thinking of re-locating to Boston and its suburbs, and an important 
argument to use with those companies considering leaving Massachusetts. 

Second; Runway 14/32 passes the environmental “smell” test, and we 
mean this literally. The reduction in delays equals fewer aircraft idling on the 
tarmac and fewer aircraft in holding patterns overhead. Over five hundred tons 
of pollution per year will be eliminated. Environmental impact studies for 14/32 
have been ongoing since 1994. Meanwhile, Logan pollutes at levels that are 
unnecessary — while the solution sits on paper — waiting to be put into action. 
This reduction in pollution is an important quality of life issue and as such, a 
major selling point in enticing companies to re-locate, and for keeping those 
companies thinking of leaving Massachusetts. 

Third; Runway 14/32 is but one spoke in the wheel of an intermodal 
~ regional transportation strategy. Air, rail and boat all figure prominently in the 
future of an effective transportation plan. But 14/32, in terms of keeping 
Massachusetts a player in the global business game, is arguably the most 
important. In a short period of time, a major economic disincentive can be 
eliminated, and those of us who promote the attributes of doing business in 
Massachusetts, will have an important weapon in our arsenal. 

Thank you for your time. 


36 Miller Stile Road 
PO Box 690625, Quincy, MA 02269 
617.479.1111 © Fax: 617.479.9274 — 
www.southshorechamber.org 
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To: 

John C. Silva/ Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

FAA New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 01803. 


The enclosed comments are submissions to the Public Comment Period 
on the FEIS/DEIS for proposed runway 14/32: 


1) Three letters to Norman Mineta and one to Nancy Timmerman 
2) Letter to Congressman Lipinski 10/8/00 
3) “Comments on Massport's EIS/EIR" & the South Shore from Mary Ann Frye 


SUN 07 2004. 


Mr. Norman Mineta 

U.S. Secretary of Transportation 

400 Seventh Street SW 

Washington, DC 20590 June 1, 2001 


Dear Secretary Mineta: 


Runway 14/32 is a terrible project. Delay reduction can be achieved by congestion 
management/peak-period pricing. The DEIS/FEIR fails to support a need to subject 
Greater Boston to massive jet traffic increases. The air and water quality and public 
health costs are immense and any benefits inflated and unproven. A careful reading of 
the noise, emissions, public health impacts and of the flight path and airspace planning 
exposes shoddy, grossly inadequate technical work and unsubstantiated claims. 


Massport's Director has been lobbying the US Congress, trying to lump all the complex 
local airport expansion investigations across the country into a generalization about 
infrastructure and asking to have expedited, fixed approval deadlines for projects of 
extraordinary complexity and social impact. 


The public has a role in planning and projects that impact public health and the 
environment. There is a reason for this, which has nothing to do with mean-spirited 
obstructionism. When common sense about the public health and civic environments 
breaks down under the pressure of perceived business opportunity — as I believe it has in 
aviation in the last several years, at least in the Boston area — some counter force has to 
restore balance and the public good. 


My region, the South Shore of Massachusetts, was given no advance notification that 
major, land-use altering levels of noise & emission pollution on our towns were integral 
to Massport's 14/32 expansion proposal. Even in the DEIS/FEIR, the text says there will 
be only environmental benefit, while the maps and implications of other data show 
massive negative impact. The South Shore towns have had to hire experts to study the 
technical claims and respond in a very short time, given the importance of the impacts. 


Mandating a shorter period of public study and input on a federal level might have left a 
project like this completely outside the grasp of the people most impacted by it. Since 
Massport did not consult or inform even our elected officials and planning boards about 
the impacts, and since we have found that the impacts are not accurately depicted in the 
documents, a shorter public review period would have removed the most important 
public safeguard, the vigilance and common sense of the public. 


I hope you will not support "expedited" reviews in the future, the effect of which would 
be to remove from projects like ill-advised 14/32 the public-spirited, messy, creative and 
intelligent citizen input that is essential both to our physical survival and the survival of 


our democracy. 
Mary Ann Frye © | ia le 
2 Beach Lane 


Hingham, MA 02043 . 


Respectfully, 


(Also submitted as a Public Comment on the DEIS/FEIR) 


Mr. Norman Mineta 

U.S. Secretary of Transportation 

400 Seventh Street SW 

Washington, DC 20590 April 11, 2001 


Dear Secretary Mineta: 


I had the privilege this morning of speaking with my state's former governor, Michael Dukakis, 
about the proposed Logan Airport expansion and the need for careful planning in regional 
transportation. His mention of your efforts on behalf of peak period pricing inspired me to write to 
you again. 


The Massachusetts Port Authority's desire to expand Logan Airport has been made a poster child 
for airport expansion as a remedy for congestion by Virginia Buckingham, the current Massport 
director. Massport is touting its runway as bringing environmental benefit to Eastern 
Massachusetts, because of "over water" operations. Massport proposes at least 75,000 new low- 
altitude jet arrivals for the South Shore, a heavily residential area since the 1600's. Since the flights 
are not present now and would be present if the runway were built, only a devil would claim 
environmental benefit. The South Shore would indeed be made into a Hell. I append a letter from 
one of my neighbors to the Logan Noise Abatement office about operations over the South shore 
added by Logan in the last three years and that flout FAA rules. Building the runway would ADD 
low altitude traffic over historically over-burdened close-in communities AND degrade the 
communities ringing the Massachusetts Bay and all the publicly owned recreational lands of the 
coast and Harbor Islands, including the new Boston Harbor Islands National Recreation Area. 


Massport's apparent management objectives are to increase traffic and remove environmental 
safeguards from long-established communities. In the context of an Environmental Impact 
Statement it is in Massport's interest to claim environmental benefit, delay reduction, and 
whatever anyone wants to hear about regionalizing air transportation. Jane Garvey was absolutely 
right about the need to broaden the transportation picture, but it has not been achieved. Logan 
needs substantial redistribution of passenger traffic and freight operations to other airports, 
retreat from express bus service between Logan and out-of-state towns except for international 
flights, support for Amtrak as an eastern corridor alternative to flying, widespread, cheap and easy 
public transportation and park-and-ride to Green and Worcester Airports , and real reductions of 
operations at Logan. It is not happening. Massport resists any alternatives to its desire to increase 
traffic by expanding the airport. 


I despair of breaking the back of the delay myth, Travelers hate delays so much that they cannot 
help themselves from believing Massport's claims, which are not supported even by Massport's 
own hired consultants for the EIS. 


We would be very glad of the opportunity to present our perspective to you in detail. 


Sincerely, 


Lt}. iy PRE Vp hee 
~ Mary Ann Frye | 

Hingham Jet Noise Task Force & South Shore Jet Pollution Council 

c/o 2 Beach Lane/ Hingham, MA 02043 781-749-0814 m_a_frye@hotmail.com 


Subj: No Subject 
Date: Sunday, June 3, 2001 10:01:49 PM 


Date: 4/5/01 2:49 PM 
To: Nancy Timmerman, Massport Noise Abatement Supervisor 
ntimmerm@massport.com, 617-561-1649 


Nancy, 

Please help us or connect us with the right people who can help us with the unbearable noise we 

are now receiving almost 24 hours a day now! This would not be acceptable to any person, but 

we are being asked to live with this every day now! We are not even asking to have no planes over 

our area. We are very reasonable people and know that a major Airport exists in our area, but no one 
can put up with constant disruptive noise. We can never relax outdoors or even sleep in our homes 
anymore. Why does Massport treat this issue as non-existent? It is very serious, very stressful and 
to never sleep, not even one night is very dangerous to your health. Can the person at Massport, 
making this decision which is destroying our lives explain why this unreasonable burden is placed on 
us, with no concern for us whatsoever? There is no excuse or reason that this has to be! 


At times it has gotten even worse over the last few weeks. There are now take-offs and landings 
going over Weymouth and Hingham at the same time, butat different altitudes! It is outrageous! 
The planes are coming down to land over Quincy, coming directly south towards the South Shore, 
to the east of Boston and then making a crazy turn over us to land over Marina Bay. At the same 
time, the take-offs are going out over the Harbor heading south and then turning back over us to 
go west. Sometimes they criss-cross over each other. They pass over our house every two minutes! 
But this is acceptable to Massport, that we should hear this all the time! I was told again that "oh 
well, the planes are high". The noise is very loud, even with the higher altitude of some planes, and 
the fact that a plane is passing over every two minutes never allows for one second of quiet as the 
next plane just takes over with the noise. Also the noise from the two planes at the same time 
coming over the area just adds to the stress of it all as, at times, the landing plane is roaring over 
at the same time as the departing plane is passing overhead. This pattern has been in use every 
day this week so far. 


There have also been many overnight low landings over our area. They pass over us to turn to land 
on runway 33. These are the planes I have talked about which actually light up our room with their 
landing lights and vibrate the windows and wake-up the family. This is also acceptable to Massport 
as current as Tuesday morning when I was told that these planes are landing over the water, so we 
should not be bothered! 


3 


All that we ask is to have some peace in our home at times. To be allowed tosleep in our home at 
least a couple of days a week! I do not think this is much to ask of Massport. It is done for all other 
areas, and we deserve some quiet also. 


Sincerely, 

Tom Maloney & family 

18 Parkview Drive | 

Hingham, Mass. 02043 (781) 741-5956 (h) (617) 577-9600 (w) 
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Mr. Norman Mineta 

U.S. Secretary of Transportation 

400 Seventh Street SW 

Washington, DC 20590 January 24, 2001 


Dear Secretary Mineta: 


Congratulations on your confirmation as Secretary of Transportation. I was interested to hear that 
you will give priority to the problem of aviation delays. 


I live in a town near Boston, eight miles from Logan Airport. I am a former pilot and a great 
enthusiast for aviation; I am troubled by recent developments in aviation. In the last few years, 
Logan Airport has expanded jet operations so heedlessly of surrounding communities that the 
towns in my region have appointed jet noise task forces and asked Logan to desist from current 
and planned future damage to our communities. J am serving on a task force to try to protect my 
community. The towns have asked for a moratorium on proposed runway construction while 
current and future impacts are investigated. Some airport managers are lobbying Congress hard 
to add new runways, claiming that is the cure for delays. Virginia Buckingham, the head of the 
Massachusetts Port Authority that manages Logan Airport, is one of them. 


It takes only an instant to see why they are wrong about adding new runways at already 
supercongested airports. There are now no legal limits to air traffic congestion. Under 
deregulation, airports and air carriers have created the current conditions in the sky, on taxiways 
in terminals and in communities on the ground, by scheduling as many flights as they can. If 
expansion of airports that are already congested is pursued as a cure for delays, the same airports 
and air carriers will add more planes, and the congestion, delays and health hazards will escalate 
to a new level of crisis. 


, 


In a healthy economic system, the interests of different stakeholders work through to a practical 
compromise. Under deregulation & the Airport Noise & Capacity Act, the airlines are artificially 
insulated from the give and take that forms good policy. Ifa company applied to build a factory 
that would pollute as much as Logan flight operations do in the middle of a residential 
community, it would be stopped by Clean Air & Water and zoning laws. Currently nothing stops 
Logan from adding traffic that delivers the same chemical combustion products and noise onto 
people’s homes. 


Aviation is miraculous. The convenience is magical. But it is out of control, and the damage it is 
doing to life on the ground and the majority of the economy that is not aviation-based now 
threatens to outweigh its benefits. This summer's nightmare of delays and congestion is the logical 
outcome of letting aviation run wild. The solution is to bring aviation under the same laws and 
principles as the rest of the economy, with noise and air and water quality regulation under the 
EPA and air carriers subject to local noise and land use ordinances — not to expedite expansion. 


Sincerely, 
Mary Ann Fry 


Hingham Jet Noise Task Force 
c/o 2 Beach Lane/ Hingham, MA 02043 


Congressman Lipinski 

Ranking Member, Aviation Subcommittee 

House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee 

Room 2165 ROHB 

Washington, DC 20515 10/8/00 


Dear Congressman Lipinski: 


I am writing in response to a quote from you in a Boston Globe article (appended) about 
proposed Runway 14/32 at Boston’s Logan Airport. I have spoken to Corinne Young of 
Congressman Delahunt’s Massachusetts office about my distress at your misunderstanding of 
the impacts of 14/32, and she has also contacted your office to ensure that you realize that you 
have heard only one point of view. 


"You mean this would reduce overflights of homes, and it is still being opposed?" asked 
US Representative William Lipinski, an Illinois Democrat and the ranking Democrat 
on the committee. 


If Ms. Buckingham gave the subcommittee the impression that building that runway would 
reduce overflights of homes, she misspoke. It would increase low altitude flights over my town 
of Hingham, Massachusetts and the neighboring towns of Hull, Weymouth and Cohasset by at 
least three times. Massport is using the figures of current 29,000 annual arrivals over the 
South Shore towns being increased to 98,000 flights. Massport officials have used asa 
lobbying position toward other Boston-area communities that the noise over their homes 
would be reduced by shifting that traffic onto South Shore communities. (See appended map, 
prepared by a Cohasset Jet Noise Task Force member from Massport-issued data.) 


Many South Shore towns have appointed task forces in response to the proposal. Even 
Massport’s own projections show that any temporary delay reduction achieved by building 
14/32 would be quickly wiped out by overall increases in traffic. 


It is a moral and public health imperative to mitigate and to decrease as much as possible noise 
and other pollution over Boston-area communities that is caused by the unfortunate siting of 
Logan Airport in immediate proximity to an urban area and the recent explosion in number of 
operations at Logan — and to make noise abatement a true national priority. To now knowingly 
build a large-capacity runway within a densely populated city and aimed at a region of long- 
established, heavily residential towns is unspeakable. 


Representatives from the Town- appointed Jet Noise Task Forces of three South Shore towns 
met recently with Ms. Young to alert Congressman Delahunt to the planned impact on his 
district. I wish that perspective could be given a hearing in Congress as 14/32’s boosters were. 


Respectfully, 


Ah Ke AB 4 ——_ 


Hingham Jet Noise Task Force, Town of Hingham 
c/o 2 Beach Lane 
Hingham, MA 02043 cc. Congressman William Delahunt 


Comments on Massport's EIS/EIR 6/1/1 


I object categorically to the EIS/EIR assumptions, never documented or backed up in any way, 
that the residential South Shore does not exist for the purposes of environmental impact 
assessment. Here are examples from the EIS/EIR, with my comments in italic type: 


4-20: Although the Hingham currently has the most arrival traffic from 33, Hingham is not 


listed at all in the table showing places supposedly impacted. It says only, "Boston Harbor, 
Hull." 


4-39: "One potential mitigation measure... is to begin the nighttime over water routing 
preference before 12:00 AM or extend it beyond 6:00 AM. This would reduce late evening and 
early morning flights over impacted communities." "the nighttime over water routing 
preference" is over the towns of Cohasset, Hingham and Hull. An airport sited like Logan 
needs a night time-curfewl!!-» 


",.the use of the 33L/15R configuration /arrivals over Hingham, Hull & Cohasset] is 
environmentally beneficial..." 


4-78; _ ...the preferred alternative more than doubles equivalent jet operations over Boston 
Harbor, while reducing them over northern and southern communities by 29 percent." (This 
paragraph is the most consummate doublespeak & showcases all the tricks of mixing 
percentages with total numbers, claiming less flights if they are before midnight, because they 
aren't multiplied by 10 as for DNL, when there are in fact MORE flights, etc. Iam mystified as 
to what they are calling "southern communities". 


4-79: Attention given to much out-of-date & not implemented PRAS goals, in which arrivals 
on 33 goal is listed as 42.3% of total arrivals. 


4-85: This section makes clear that the real agenda is to put as much traffic as possible onto 
the South Shore. 

"Restrictions on the use of Runway 32 would limit the number of aircraft using over-the-water 
routings to Runways 32 and 33L." 

And: 

"A wind restriction on the use of Runway 32 would increase the number of people exposed to 
the highest noise levels above 70 DNL (compared to an unrestricted runway.) ...the restriction 
would at the same time lower the population exposed to noise levels greater than 65 DNL." 


4-86: Massport is here already referring to 14/32 as "only 5,000 feet long". There is 
considerable speculation that if 14/32 is built, Massport will next campaign to extend it and 
increase traffic much more, particularly over the South Shore. 


4-87: "An effective Peak Period Pricing program... was projected to reduce delays...by 18%. 
And yet a runway and NOT peak period pricing is Massport's preferred alternative. 


Submitted as a Public Comment by Mary Ann Frye, 2 Beach Lane, Hingham, MA 02043 


